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FOREWORD 


A work, which would speak for itself, hardly requires a 
foreword. But my young friend, the author, who has already 
made some small but admirable contributions to the study of 
Sanskrit Poetics, seeks an introduction for his more ambitious 
work to the scholarly world, I gladly accede 10 his request 
and recommend it to the good sense of all students of 
Sanskrit literature. 


The object of this work is mainly expository. The author 
takes the accepted text of the Dhvanydlokd and gives a full 
running exposition in English of its terse Karika and Vrtti. 
He takes good care to elucidate and illustrate his points by 
profuse quotations from earlier and later Alamkara literature. 
Those who want to study the difficult text critically, in its 
proper historical perspective, will undoubtedly find the present 
work immensely interesting and helpful. There is also a 
very able introduction which deals with the various general 
problems connected with the Dhvanyáloka and its authorship, 
and utilises the latest researches on the subject with keen 
critical sense and well-balanced judgment. 


Jagannatha, one of the latest but not the least important 
writers on Sanskrit Poetics, speaks of the Dhvanydloka as 
having been alarikara-sarani-vyavasthapaka. The tribute is by 
no means exaggerated ; for the tentative speculations of 
earlier thinkers are brought together and harmonised in this 
classical work into a more or less comprehensive system on 
the basis of its own theory of suggestion. It standardised 
the scheme of Sanskrit Poetics, and in this sense it is truly 
an epoch-making work. To interpret such 2 work is indeed 
an ambitious undertaking. Our young author, with the 
learning and sobriety of more mature years, has dared much, 
but has also notably succeeded. He is competently conversant 
with his subject, which has a wide literature and abstruse 
technique. Though modest in scope, his treatment, even if it 
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errs on the side of profuseness, shows a mastery not only of f 
the whole field of theory, but also of incidental details, and | 
gives evidence of sound scholarship and just criticism. 
The present publication comprises only the first Uddyota. 
The second Uddyota, I understand, is ready for the press. 
Let me hope that the author will receive sufficient encourage- 
ment to publish the remaining portions and complete his 
eminently useful work. 


S. K. De. 
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PREFACE 


It is needless here to dilate upon the importance of the 
Dhvanydloka in the field of Sanskrit literary criticism. It 
would be enough if we characterise it as the fountain-head of 
all later spsculations regarding the fundamental concepts of 
Sanskrit Poetics. Since the discovery of its manuscript by 
Dr. G. Bühler several editions have been published embodying 
the karikds, the vrtti and the Locana, in some cases accompani- 
ed by some sub-commentaries. But as yet no complete English 
translation or exposition of this important text has appeared 
though long ago Dr. Jacobi published a German translation of 
the treatise in the Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen 
Gessellsehaft (lvi and lvii) upto the Third Uddyota, 
which however remains a sealed book to most scholars in 
India due to their lack of an adequate acquaintance with that 
language. Of course, recently an English translation has been 
announced, but till now it has not seen the light of day.* In 
these circumstances, it is hoped, the present edition of the 
Dhyanydloka with an introduction and an elaborate exposition 
in English may not be deemed useless. As serious students 
of Sanskrit Poetics would be more benefited by the clarification 
of the difficult concepts and abstruse polemics embodied in a 
treatise of this type than by a literal rendering in a different 
idiom, I have incorporated inthe body of the exposition 
copious extracts from standard texts on Sanskrit Poetics, 
belonging to both pre-dhvani and post-dhvani periods that are 
expected to throw sufficient light on the abstruse dialectics 
of the exponents of the Dhvani-school vis-a-vis representa- 
tives of other rival schools of thought. Thus the present 
edition would be deemed more useful to advanced 


* I understand that there is an incomplete English translation 
of the Dhvanydloka (I-II) by K. Rama Pisharody published 
in Indian Thought (IX-X), 1917-18. I have not however seen it. 
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types of students than to mere beginners or dilettantes for . 
whom, for that matter, the Dhvanydloka is hardly intended. 
However, I intend to bring out in the near future a companion 
volume incorporating a free English rendering of the test, the 
two thus supplementing each other and enhancing their useful- 
ness. In preparing the present edition I have mainly 
utilised the editions of the Dhvanydloka (with Locana) as 
published by the Nirnaya Sagar Press, by Chowkhamba (with 
the sub-commentary Balapriyd) and by the late MM, Kuppu- 
swami Shastrin (with the sub-commentary Kaumudi' with his 
own gloss Upalocana extending up tothe end of the first 
Uddyota), important variants being noted in the supplementary 
notes appended at the end.* The present fasciculus contains 
only the first Uddyota. Thetext of the second Uddyota is 
in the course of active preparation along similar lines and is 
expected to be shortly out. The remaining Uddyotas would 
gradually follow if the scheme meets with sufficient 
encouragement, 


To teachers of my post-graduate days, especially to Dr. 
Satkari Mookerjee M.A., Ph. D. and Prof. Sivaprasad 
Bhattacharya M.A., Sahitya-Sdstrin, from whom I had the 
previlege of studying this difficult text, Iconvey my heart-felt 
gratitude. It was to their inspiring lectures, to one’s incisive 
analysis of the abstruse concepts in course of which he brought 
to bear upon the task his vast store-house of philosophical 
wisdom and to the other’s passionate enthusiasm that even 
transformed the reading of a critical text into something of 
a literary banquet, the Critical insight of the one thus 
supplementing the aesthetic appreciation of the other, that my 
love for this treatise of Anandavardhana is mainly due. 
I would however be failing in my duty if I forget to 
express my deep debt of gratitude to Dr. Sushil Kumar 
De, M.A., D. Lit. (London), who helped me in various 
ways by lending me books of reference in course of my 
writing the introduction as also by placing at my dis- 


* [n our notes references are to the Chowkhamba Edition 
unless otherwise specified. 
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posal his valuable collation of the important available 
manuscripts of the Dhvanydloka. 1 am all the more grate- 
ful to him for kindly contributing a Foreword to this 
edition. 


There are likely to be misprints here and there as the 
preparation of the present edition had to be done single- . 
handed, from the copying ofthe manuscript for the press 
to the reading of the final proofs, for which I crave the 
indulgence of scholars. 


Finally, I convey my gratefulness to the authorities of 
the Education Department, Government of West Bengal, 
but for whose kind favour as evinced by my appointment 
as Associate Professor of Sanskrit Language and Literature 
in the Post-Graduate Research Department of the Sanskrit 
College, Calcutta, though for a brief period, the publica- 
tion of the present fasciculus would have been indefinitely 
deferred. 


July 1956. B. P. Bhattacharya 
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INTRODUCTION 
I. Anandavardhana—His Date, Genealogy and Works 


Rajanaka Anandavardhana, to whom the Dhvyanyáloka is 
generally ascribed was a reputed Kashmirian poet, critic and 
philosopher. As regards his date there is very little room for 
controversy, For, Kalhana, the celebrated author of the 
Rdjataraiigini, the most authoritative chronicle of Kashmir, men- 
tions him in the following verse as one of the ornaments 
adorning the court of King Avantivarman :— 

“मुक्‍ताकण: शिवस्वामी कविरानन्दवर्धन:। 
प्रथां रत्ताकरश्चागात्‌ साम्राज्येऽवन्तिवर्मणः।।”\. 34.1 
Now, according to Biihler and Jacobi Avantivarman flourished 
‘during the period 855-884 A.D. Thus, on the evidence of 
the Rájatarangini, Anandavardhana attained fame during the 
reign of Avantivarman, the first Utpalite king of Kashmir. 
Recently, attempts have been made by some scholars to esta- 
blish Anandavardhana’s contemporaneity with King Sarkara- 
varman (883-902 A.D.), the son of Avantivarman.? The argu- 


I See M.A. Stein's Translation of the Rajatarangini, 
Vol. I., p. 189 and Notes. 

2 Cf. “The exact period, counted by years of the 
Christian era, in which Anandavardhana flourished is not 
known. But Kalhana admits that he obtained fame during 
the reign of Avantivarman (855/56—883 A.D.). He might 
have outlived the first Utpalite and could very well be con- 
temporary of his son, Sathkaravarman (883-902 A.D.). The 
latter half of the ninth century thus may be the approximate 
age in which he might have lived. ’—Sunil Chandra Roy : 
The Author of the Ramdbhyudaya—His Date and Identity 
( Indian Historial Quarterly, Vol. XXX. No. 4. December 


1954 )« 
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ments advanced in support of this view are that (1) Ananda- 
vardhana mentions Rámábhyudaya, a drama by king YaSovar-. 
man, and cites a verse from it! and that (2) YaSovarman, 
is another name of King Samkaravarman.? Bhatta Jayanta, 
the author of the Nyayamafijari, was a contemporary of King. 
Sarhkaravarman, ° and from a critical examination of the verses. 
in which Jayanta refers to and refutes the Dhvani theory,‘ 


I. Anandavardhana quotes only the pratika-viz, “JAT 
रामाभ्युदये--'कृतककुपिते:' इत्यादिश्लोकः Uddyola III, pp 307-8 
(Kashi Sanskrit Series Edn.). The full verse is given by 
Abhinavagupta in his "Locana as follows :— 


“कृतककु पितर्व ष्पाम्भोभि: सदैन्यविलोकितै- 
वँनमपि गता यस्य प्रीत्या धृतापि तथाम्बया | 
नवजलधरश्यामाः पश्यन्‌ दिशो भवतीं विना 
कठिनहृदयो जीवत्येव प्रिये स तव प्रियः 11” 

2. For a discussion of the identity of Samkaravarman 
with YaSovarman vide Kavi M, Ramakrishna’s BAaffa Jayanta 
and Yasovarman of Ká$mira in the Acdrya Puspanjali Volume, 
Calcutta, 1940 ; also Sunil Chandra Roy's article entitled 
“The Identity of the Yasovarman of Some Mediaeval Coins" in. 
the Journal of the Asiatic Society (Letters), Vol. XVII, No. 3. 
1051, pp. 251-53. 

3. See Kavi M. Ramakrishna, loc. cit. 

4. Compare : “एतेन शब्दसामथ्येमहिम्ना सोऽपि वारितः | 

यमन्यः पण्डितम्मन्यः प्रपेदे कंचन ध्वनिम्‌ ॥ 
विधेर्निषेधावगतिर्विधिबुद्धिनिंषेधतः । 
यथा-भम धम्मिअ वीसत्थो मा स्म पान्थ गृहं विश। 
मानान्तरपरिच्छेद्यवस्तुरूपोदेशिनाम्‌ ॥ 
शब्दानामेव सामर्थ्य तत्र तत्र तथा तथा। 
अथवा नेदृशी चर्चा कविभिः सह शोभते । 
विद्वांसोऽपि विमुह्यन्ति वाक्यार्थंगहनेऽध्वनि ।।” 
—Nyayamaiijari, p. 45 (Kashi Sanskrit Series), 
It is to be noted that Jayanta Bhatta, in the above 
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it appears probable that Anandavardhana, the first systematic 
propounder of the theory of dhvani was an older contem- 
porary of Jayanta and as such a contemporary of Samkaravar- 
man as well. So, 902 A D. can be regarded as the terminus ad 
quem for Anandavardhana’s date. 

As regards Anandavardhana’s genealogy very little is 
known save that he was the son. of a Nona or Nonopadhyaya 
as is attested by the colophon at the end of Uddyota III of 
his work as preserved in a MS. of the India Office Library. 
The variant Jopopádhváya is also found in the colophon at the 
end of Uddyota IV. But thelatter reading seems to be in- 
Correct inasmuch as Hemacandra, in his commentary on the 
Kavyánusásana, while referring to Anandavardhana’s Devi- 
Sataka, cites him as Nopa-suta or the son of Nona. 

Anandavardhana was the author of several works, both 
literary and philosophical, besides the Dhvanyaloka, which is 
the most celebrated of all. He composed the Devisataka, a 
century of devotional stanzas addressed to the Goddess 
(Durga), full of difficult literary artifices like muraja-bandha, 
gomittrika-bandha, sarvatobhadra, mahd-yamaka, káfici-yamaka, 
Gvali-yamaka, dvyaksara, ardha-bhrama, punaruktavad-abhasa, 
apasabdabhasa, pddabhydsa, repha-vivartitaka, prahelika, catur- 


extract pointedly refers to the two gdthds : ‘an धम्मिअ वीसत्थो 
— and अत्ता एत्य णिमज्जइ --मा पहिअ रत्तिअन्धअ सेज्जाए मह णिम- 
ज्जिहिसि! which have been cited by Anandavardhana in his 
. Vriti on Uddyota I to illustrate the nature of ध्वनि and its 
difference from वाच्याथ, 
xr See also Anandavardhana’s Devisataka, v. xor 
where he introduces himself as Nona-suta :— 
“देव्या स्वप्नोद गमादिष्टद वीशतकसंज्ञया । 
देशितानुपमामाधादतो नोण-सुतो नुतिम्‌ ॥'-- 
Kavyamála, Pt. IX (NSP.) , 
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artha and slesa of all sorts, the very devices that have been 
banned by the author himself in his Dhvanydloka, M. 15-16 
and vriti thereon.! This illustrates once again the divergence 
between theory and practice, which is so common in human 
behaviour. Visamabanalila, from which two Prakrit gathds are 
cited by Anandavardhana in his vrtti-text? and the Arjuna-carita 
in Sanskrit which has been referred to by Anandavardhana 
himself in his vrtti on Dhvanydloka, IIL. 25 and from which 
Abhinavagupta cites a verset, are two other literary works 
composed by him. These two seem to have been alluded 


I. Compare also °Locana on Dhvanydloka, YI. 16 :.... 
“तेन वीराद्भ_तादिरसेष्वपि यमकादि कवेः प्रतिपत्तुश्च रसविघ्नकार्येव सर्वत्र | 
गड्डरिकाप्रवाहोपहत-सहृदयधुराबिरोहणविहीनलोकावर्जनाभिप्रायेण तु मया 
ag विप्रलम्भे विशेषत इत्युक्तमिति भावः। तथा च “रसेऽङ्गत्वं 
तस्मादेषां न विद्यते’ इति सामान्येन वक्ष्यति।—p. 22 . Compare 
also Dhvanydloka, III. 41-42, that furnish the definition of faa- 
काव्य and Anandavardhana’s strictures thereon: “न तन्मुख्यं 
काव्यम्‌ । काव्यानुकारो ह्यसौ । तत्र किञ्चिच्छब्दचित्रं यथा दुष्कर-यमकादि । . . ' 
—PP. 494-95. 


2. Compare :. 


D 


“स्वक्कतिष्वयन्त्रितः कथ मनुशिष्यादन्यमयमिति न वाच्यम्‌ । 
वारयति भिषगपथ्यादितरान्‌ स्वयमाचरन्नपि तत्‌ 1’—Vyahktiviveka, 
p. 153. (Benares Edn.) 

3. Under Dhvanydloka, IL. x (यथा च ममैव विषमबाण- 
लीलायाम्‌-_-“ताला जाअन्ति--<' ) and II. 27 ( यथा वा ममैव विषमवाण- 
लीलायामसुरपराक्रमणे कामदेवस्य--'तं ताण सिरिसहोअर--' ). 

4. Cf: 'एतच्च मदीयेऽर्जुनचरितेऽर्जुनस्य पातालावतरणप्रसङ्गे वैशद्येन 
प्रदर्शितम्‌ —on which °Locana comments : “प्रदर्शित्मिति--'समृत्थिते 
धनुध्वेनौ भयावहे किरीटिनो महानुपप्लवो$भवत्‌ पुरे पुरन्दरद्विया--मित्यादिना tU 
—p. 388. 
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to also in the concluding verse of the Devisataka as interpre- 
ted by the commentator Kayyata. 


Anandavardhana was also the author of several philoso- 


phical treatises, as is attested by the Vrtti as also by Abhi 
nava's "Locana thereon. In his Vrtti on Dhvanyáloka, III. 47, 
while refuting the position of the opponents who try to 
discourage all attempts at providing definitions of dhvani on 
the ground that it is अनिर्देश्य--7.6. indescribable or indefinable ? 
Anandavardhana refers to the position of the Buddhist 
philosophers that has been critically examined by him ina 
Separate treatise, which was a commentary on the Viniscaya- 


fiké of Dharmottara as pointed out by Abhinavagupta.$ 


The Pramdnaviniscaya was a work on Buddhist Logic by 
Dharmakirtti, and Acarya Dharmottra wrote a commentary 


I. Compare : 

“येनानन्दकथायां त्रिदशानन्दे च लालिता वाणी । 

तेन सुदुष्करमेतत्‌ स्तोत्रं देव्याः md भक्त्या ॥'_7८४7८४०/८,४. 7०4 
and Kayyata’s comments thereon: ‘Ha कविनेत्याह--ये नानन्द- 
कथायां विषमबाणलीलायां त्रिदशानन्देऽर्जुनचरिते च वाणी भारती लालिता 
विनोदिता | विषमबाणलीलार्जुनचरितविरचयितुः कवेः कृतिरेतत्‌ स्तोत्रभिति 
वाक्यार्थः !'—-Anandavardhaua's विषमवाणलीला is quoted in 
Sárasamuccaya as noticed in Peterson's Second Report, p. 17 fi. 


2 Compare the view of the third group of the Abhava- 
vadins referred to in the very first Karika of the Dhvanydloka- . 
viz. ‘Sfaq वाचां स्थितमविषये तत्त्वमूचुस्तदीयम्‌'. See also vpiti on 
Dhvanyáloka, I. 19. 

3 Compare: ‘qafa सर्वलक्षणविषय बौद्धानां प्रसिद्धं तत्तन्मत- 
पराक्षायां ग्रन्थान्तरे निरूपमिष्यामः-0॥ which Abhinavagupta re- 
marks: ग्रन्थान्तरे इति विनिश्‍चयटीकायां धर्मोत्तर्या या विवृतिरमुना ग्रन्थ- 
कृता कृता तत्रैव तद्‌ ब्याख्यातम--/,०८०॥०, p. 529. 
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on it entitled Pramdna-viniscaya-tikd.1 Thus Anandavar- 
dhana, according to his own confession wrote a commentary 
on Dharmottara’s Vini§caya-tikd. That Anandavardhana was 
intimately conversant with the philosophical treatises of the 
great Dharmakirtti is further attested by the citation of two 
verses, ascribed by him to the latter.2 Besides the commen- 
tary on Dharmottara’s Pramdna-viniscaya-tikd, Abhinavagupta 
refers to Anandavardhana’s Tattvaloka, which appears to have 
been a work on Advaita Philosophy, twice in his Locana.? 
Thus, Anandavardhana was both a poet-critic and philoso- 
pher of the first rank, a fact to which he himself seems to 
have been fully alive as is evidenced by one of his verses cited 
in the vrtti on Dhvanyáloka, IIT. 43— viz, 


I. See MM. Satish Chandra Vidyàbhüsana's A History of 
Indian Logic, pp. 308-9 and pp 320-31 for Pramdna-viniscaya 
of Dharmakirtti and Vini$caya-[ikà of Dharmottara. According 
to that scholar Dharmottara's date is circa 847 A.D. which 
‘does not conflict with the date assigned to Anandavardhana. 

2. Cf. “यथा--- लावण्यद्रविणव्ययो न गणित:--'..तथा चायं धर्मकात्तें: 
इलोक इति प्रसिद्धि: । सम्भाव्यते च तस्यैव । यस्मात्‌--'अनध्यवसितावगा- 
हनमनल्पधीशक्तिना-- इत्यनेनापि इलोकेनेवं विधो$भिप्राय: प्रकाशित एव ।??-- 
Vriti on Dhvanyáloka, III. 40. The latter verse occurs as 
‘Colophon in Dharmakirtti'S Pramdnavarttika, See Journal of 
the Bihar and Orissa Research Society, Vol. XXIV, Pts. I-II, 
for the Text of the Pramdnavarttika. 

3 E.g. 'येऽप्यविभत्तं स्फोटं वाच्यं तदर्थ चाहुः, तैरप्यविद्यापदपतितैः 
सर्वेयमनुसरणीया प्रक्रिया । तदुत्तीणंत्वे तु सर्वं परमेइवराद्रये ब्रह्मेत्यस्म- 
च्छास्त्रकारेण न न विदितं तत्त्वालोकग्रन्यं विरचयते स्ताम्‌ — Locana, p. 67. 
Also :--"तदेवमनुक्रमणीनिदिंष्टेन वाक्येन भगवद्व्यतिरेकिण: सर्वस्यान्यस्य 

'अनित्यतां प्रकाशयता मोक्षलक्षण एवैकः परः पुरुषार्थः शास्त्रनये, काव्यनये च 
-तृष्णाक्षयसुखपरिपोषलक्षणः शान्तो रसो महाभारतस्याङ्गिवेन विवक्षित इति 
सुप्रतिपादितम्‌ —Vyttion Dhyanyáloka, IV. 5, on which Abhinava- 
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यथा ममेव-- 
'या व्यापारवती रसान्‌ रसयितु काचित्‌ कवीनां नवा 
दृष्टियाँ परिनिष्ठिता्थेविषयोन्मेषा च वैपरिचती à 
ते द्रे अप्यवलम्ब्य विइवमनिशं निव॑र्णयन्तो वयं 
श्रान्ता नव च लब्धमब्धिशयन ! त्वद्‌भक्तितुल्यं सुखम्‌ t 
In the anthologies some verses are attributed to Ananda- 


vardhana?—-a fact which goes to prove his prolific activity 
as a poet. 


II. Karika and Vrtti 


The Dhvanydloka, as is usually the case with most of the 
ancient Indian philosophical texts (Sastras), is divided into two 
distinct parts—viz. the kdrikd and the Vriti. In most cases 
these two parts are the work of the same author, as for 


gupta comments: 'शास्त्रनये इति । तत्रास्वादयोगाभावे पुरुषेणाथ्यत 
इत्ययमेव व्यपदेशः सादरः, चमत्‌कारयोगे तु रसव्यपदेश:--इति भाव: | एतच्च 
ग्रन्थकारेण तत्त्वालोके वितत्योक्तम्‌ इह त्वस्य न मुख्योऽवसर इति नास्माभिस्तद्‌ 
दर्शितम्‌ ।_०Locana, p. 533. It was Dr. 8. K. De who first drew 
the attention of scholars to this lost treatise of Anandavardhana 
in the Introduction to his edition of the Text of Kavydloka- 
locana IV (Published in the Journal of the Department of Letters, 
Calcutta University, 1922) in these words : “Another point 
of interest is the mention by Abhinava of a work, called 
‘Tattvdloka, by Anandavardhana, in which the latter is said 
to have discussed in detail the relation between Sastra-naya 
aud Kavya-naya. This work yet remains to be recovered,” 
It seems that the former of these two references to Tattydloka 
in the ^Locana escaped the cautious eyes of the learned scholar, 


I Op. cit., pp. 507-9. 
2 See Vallabhadeva's Subhasitavali, Introduction. pp. 9-10 
{Peterson’s Edition). 


B de 
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example, in Mammata’s Kavyaprakdsa,1 in Vamana’s Kavya- 
lamkára-sütra-vrtti, in Hemacandra’s KavydanuSdsana etc. It 
was Dr. Biihler who first hinted at the difference of authorship 
of these two portions of the  Dhvanydloka in the following 
words :— 

“From Abhinavagupta's Tika it appears that verses? are 
the composition of some older writer, whose name is not 
given. But it is remarkable that they contain no maligalg- 
carana,”® 

Since this brief utterance of Bühler a heated controversy 
has raged round the question of authorship of these two 
parts, which goes on unabated even to this day, and which 
shows no sign of being set at rest till some definite and un- 
assailable testimony is available. 


III. Karikakara and Vrttikàra 


Just as Abhinavagupta in his °Locana differentiates bet- 
ween the two parts of the Dhvanyáloka as noted above, in the 
same way he frequently seems to draw our attention to the 
differences of opinion of the authors of the two texts—viz. 
the Karikakdra (or— rt.) and Vrttiküra (or—*krt) and 
appears to be at great pains to reconcile the apparently 


I In this connection reference might be made to the 
difference in interpretation of the kadriba : mala tu pürvavat 
( Kavyaprakàsa, X ) involving a controversy as regards the 
authorship of the karikd and cytli-texts of the Kdvya-Prakdsa. 
See ‘Mali tu pürvavat'—an article by Divekar in Annals of 
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. VI, Pt. I 
(1925) and Dr. S. K. De’s rejoinder of the same under the 
same caption in the same Journal, 1926-27, pp. 419 f. 

2 Viz. the Karikds. 


3 Kashmir-Report, p. 65 f, 
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differing viewpoints of the two authors. The Vrttikdra is 
also referred to as grantha-kára and grantha-kyt in numer- 
ous places in Abhinavagupta's "Locana, while the Kárikakara 
is once designated as asmanmüla-granthakrt in the °Locana,2 
the qualifying prefix asmot?, in all probability, standing for 
the Vrttikára, in whose eyes the Karika-kara was in reality the 
mülagrantha-kyt, the kārikā constituting the müla-gratlia or 
basic text on which the vriti was but an expository gloss. In 
one place again Abhinavagupta refers to the karikd-text as 
miila-kdrikd. Again, Abhinavagupta more than once makes 
use of the title Sastrakdra with reference to Ananda- 
vardhana.* 


I Some of the important passages of Abhinavagupta's 
?Locana, where the Kdrikdkdra and the Vritikdra are set 
one against the other, have been collected by Harichand 
Sastri in his Kālidāsa et L'Art Poetique de L'Inde, pp. 86-87. 
See also Dr. 8. K. De in the Bulletin of the School of Oriental 
Studies, I, pt. 4., 9.3. 

2 Ct. “ननु यदि सङ्कटना गुणानां नाश्रयस्तत्‌किमालम्बना एते 
परिकल्प्यन्ताम्‌ । उच्यते--प्रतिपादितमेवेषामालम्बनम्‌ । 

“तमर्थमवलम्बन्ते येऽङ्गिनं ते गुणाः स्मृताः। 

अङ्गाश्रितास्त्वलंकारा मन्तव्या; कटकादिवत्‌ ॥' इति । (2/०., II. 7) 
—On which “Locana comments: ‘प्रतिपादितमेबेति। अस्मन्मूल- 
ग्रन्थकृतेत्य्थ : । ~. 312. 

3 Cf.: एवं त्रिप्रकारमभाववादं भक्त्यन्तर्भूततां च निराकुर्वता अलक्षणीय- 
त्वमेतन्मध्ये निराक्ृतमेव। अत एवं मूलकारका साक्षात्‌ तन्तिराकरणार्था न 
श्रूयते । वृत्तिकृततु निराकृतमपि प्रमेयशय्यापूरणाय कण्ठेन तत्पक्षमनूद्य 
निराकरोति--येऽपीत्मादिना 1’——*Locana, p. 162. 

4 'तदुत्तीणंत्वे तु सवे परमेद्वराद्वयं ब्रह्मेत्यस्मच्छास्त्रकारेण त न विदितं 
तत्वालोकग्रन्थं विरचयतेत्यास्ताम्‌ । --।7:००८५८, p. 67. This reference 
to तत्त्वालोक has also escaped tbe notice of MM. P, V. Kane. 


See his History of Sanskrit Poetics ( 1951), p. 194, fn. x. 
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Now, it is but natural to conclude on a cursory review 
of the above facts that the authors of the two texts—viz. the 
karika and the yrtti are numerically different, as was first hinted 
at by Dr. Bühler, and later upheld by Sovani, MM. Dr. P.V. 
Kane, Dr. S.K. De, Prof. Sivaprasad Bhattacharya and 
others But Dr. Satkari Mookerjee in an illuminating study 
entitled A Dissertation on the Identity of the Author of the 
Dhvanydloka published in the B.C. Law Volume, Pt. 1, tried 
to evaluate the above data bearing on the apparent difference 
of authorship from an altogether novel viewpoint, taking his 
stand on the rules of exegesis. The results that he arrived at 
are briefly enumerated in the following concluding paragraph of 
his article referred to above :— 

“To sum up the results of ourenquiry: We have ex- 
plained for the first time the rules of exegesis which require 
that the Vrttikdra, irrespective of his numerical difference or 
identity with the author of the original must behave as a 
different person and author and observe the subordinate róle 
which the status of a commentator involves as a matter of 
irrefragable form. Secondly, the differentiation of the Vrttikára 
from the Kárikakara in the commentary of Abhinavagupta on 
the Dhvanydloka is nothing more than formal and official 
distinction which is necessitated by the | duty of protecting 
Anandavardhana qua the Vrttikdra from the charge of utsütra 
exposition! Thirdly, the designation of Anandavardhana 


I For a reference to this defectlve method of exegesis 
known as wfísütra-)yükhyüna (i.e. an interpretation not 
warranted by the sūtra ) see the comments of Abhinavagupta 
on the introductory remarks of the Vrífikára on the Dhvanya- 
loka, II. 1--वृत्तिकारः सङ्गतिमुद्चोतस्य कुर्वाण उपक्रमते--एवमित्यादि 


प्रकाशित इति। . मया वृतिकारेण सतेति भावः। नःचंतन्मयोतूंसूत्रमुवतम्‌ , 
CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


INTRODUCTION xix 


as the Sastrakara, the propounder of the school of dhvani, 
would be unjustifiable if the kdrikds were the handiwork of 
a predecessor. Fourthly, the omission of the name of the 
karikakara by Anandavardhana or Abhinavagupta is proof 
of the fact that the difference of the Karikakara from the 
Vrttikara is only a fiction of formality. Fifthly, the state- 
ments of Abhinavagupta himself have*been adduced which are 
intelligible on the postulation of the identity of the author of 
the Vrtti with that of the karikd.! Sixthly, the confusion 
of functional difference with personal difference has been shown 
to be due to the oblivion of the fundamental rules of exegesis, 
which has obtained currency since the end of the 18th. 
century, if not earlier. Seventhly, the colophon of the Dhvanya- 
loka and the comments of Abhinavagupta thereon have been 
shown to contain indication of the identity of Anandavar- 
dhana with the author of the karikd, Finally, the testimony of 
Jayantabhatta has been recorded, which together with the 
testimony of the numerous authors of established fame, give 
out the Dhvanyáloka to be the product of a single person, 
viz. Anandavardhana."? 

The rules of exegesis, so clearly set forth by Dr. Mookerjee 
in his dissertation, certainly have a very important bearing 
on the differentiation of the Vrttikara from the Karikakara by 
Abhinavagupta in his “Locana, and Dr. Mookerjee's argu- 
ments are extremely valuable in so far as they stress the one 
important fact, that irrespective of the issue of numerical or 


अपि तु कारिकाकाराभिप्रायेणेत्याह--तत्रेति । --. 1605. Compare 
also the ruling of the  Bhásyakara in the Paspasa : y 


aaa कथयेन्नादो qa —Mahabhasya. 
7 e.g. 'मया वृत्तिकारेण सता cited above. 
2 Op. cit., Pt. I., 193. 
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personal identity of the authors of the two texts, they must 
always be looked upon as functionally different which alone 
is sufficient to explain the strenuously punctilious attempts of 
the author of the “Locana as regards their differentiation. The 
issue of personal identity may still be regarded as an open 
question as Dr. Mookerjee himself admits in the following 
statement : ‘‘I do notthink the question to be a closed one 
and I propose to record the results of my reflection which 
may serve to stress the need of re-consideration and re-assess- 
ment of the problem with all its relevant issues.”? 


IV. Dhvanikàra and Anandavardhana 


Even conceding that Anandavardhana, the acknowledged 
author of the vytti-text, is numerically identical with the 
author of the kdrikds, there remains still one question that 
deserves to be carefully discussed. It is truethat most of 
the later authors, both writers on poetics and authors of 
different anthologies, ascribe indifferently to Anandavardhana 
and Dhvanikara the authorship of the kdrikds as also of 
verses cited in the vyrtti-text, which prima facie proves the 
identity of the two.2 But, on the other hand, there are 
cases, and they are not infrequent either, where the kārikās 
are attributed to Dhvanikára, while the ‘verses appearing in 
the Vytti are ascribed distinctly to Anandavardhana.? This 


I. Loc. cit., p. 179. 

2. For a list of such Karikds and verses cited in the Vriti 
see Hari Chand S'astri's Kdliddsa et L' Art Poetique de L'Inde, 
pp. 84-85. 

3. See Harichand, of. cit., pp. 86-87. It is to be noted in 
this connection that Mahimabhatta, in his Vyaktiviveka (p. 211, 
TSS. Edn.) ascribes a prose passage of the Vrit in which is 
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has led to a supposition that it is the Karikakara, who first 
formulated the dhvani theory by systematising it in short 
mnemonic verses, who has been referred to as Dhvanikara 
and, as such, is to be distinguished from his scholiast, 
the Vyttikara, who is Anandavardhana himself. The up- 
holders of this theory, who form a very considerable group, 


included a kārikā (XII. 36), to Dhvanikira himself. Dr. 
Mookerjee lays great stress on this fact and observes : “It is 
a matter of historical truth that so far as Indian tradition is 
concerned there is perfect unanimity among writers on Sanskrit 
Poetics beginning with Mahimabhatta and down to the latest 
writers that the authors of the Kdrikd and that of the Vrits 
are a self-identical person, Mahimabhatta wrote the Vyakit- 
viveka, a product of extraordinary learning and ingenuity, with 
the express purpose of refuting the position of Anandavardhana. 
He has criticised Abhinavagupta's exposition also. MM. Kane 
asserts that he was a contemporary of Abhinavagupta. Mahim- 
abhatta refers to the author of the Karika and of the Vriit as 
Dhvanikara without distinction and expressly states that the 
author himself explains the text in the urti (Artho vacyavis'esa 
iti svayarn vivrtatvãc ca, VV. p. 82, Benares Edn.) So also has 
Ksemendra referred to these texts as the composition of 
Anandavardhana, the acknowledged writer of the gloss. Kun- 
taka, the authorof the Vakroküjwia, a reactionary work 
written for the confutation of the Dhvanydloka, has been 
shown by MM. Kane to refer to Anandavardhana as the author 
of the entire text, the Kdrikd and the uriti included. These 
writers belong to Kashmir, the home-land of Anandavardhana 
and Kuntaka was the predecessor of Abhinavagupta. It is highly 
improbable that these writers, who were pre-eminently noted 
for their acumen and accuracy and who are the compatriots 
of our author and were separated by a short interval from the 
latter should all be guilty of recording a wrong tradition.” — 
loc. cit., pp. 182-83. 
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try to substantiate their thesis depending on a statement of 
of the Vrttikara, ie. Anandavardhana, on the very first 
kdrikd of the Dhvanydloka, and Abhinavagupta’s gloss 
thereon :— 
“तथा चान्येन कृत एवात्र श्‍लोक :-- 

aferaka न वस्तु किञ्चन मनःप्रह्नादि सालंकृति 

व्युतूपन्ने रचितं च नेव वचने वंक्रोकितिशून्यं च यत्‌ । 

काव्यं तद्‌ ध्वनिना समन्वितमिति प्रीत्या प्रशंसञ्जडो 

नो विद्मोऽभिदधाति कि सुमतिना पृष्टः स्वरूपं ध्वनेः ।।' 
—on which Abhinavagupta observes : “तथा चान्येनेति। ग्रन्थ- 


कृत्‌समानक्राळभाविना भनोरथनाम्ता कविना DU 

Jacobi maintains on the evidence of this statement of 
Abhinavagupta, that the Dhvanikara, or the author of the 
kdrikds, was a contemporary of Manoratha, who according 
to Kalhana’s Rdjatarangini (IV. 497 and 671) flourished in 
the reign of Jayapida and his successor Lalitapida (circa 780- 
813 A.D.) This is more than half a century earlier than the 
upper limit of Anandavardhana’s date. But, as against 
this hypothesis, we are to note that Abhinavagupta uniformly 
refers to the Vrttikdra himself as grantha-kara (—°krt), 
while the Karikd-kara, as we have noted above, is once referred 
to as asmanmüla-grantha-krt in the “Locana. The dilemma 
has been very clearly stated by Dr. S. K. De in the following 
passage :— 

“If we suppose that by grantha-krt Abhinavagupta means 
Anandavardhana, then Manoratha, who is thus made a 
contemporary of the latter, lives in the middle or second part 
of the ninth century, ie. somewhat later than the date 
asigned to him by Kalhana, presuming of course that both the 
Manorathas are identical persons. If, on the other hand, 
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we suppose that grantha-kyt refers, as Jacobi conjectures, to 
the anonymous Dhvanikara, we are confronted with the fresh 
difficulty that by the term grantha-krt Abhinavagupta 
invariably means Anandavardhana. To remove this difficulty 
we must suppose either that (1) Kalhana is wrong, as Pischei 
argues, in assigning Manoratha to the reign of Jayapida-Lali- 
tapida or (2) that Abhinavagupta has confused the Kariakara 
with the Vrttikdra in a manner not usual with him. As there 
are no definite means of deciding any one of these equally 
plausible propositions, the conjecure that the original D/mani- 
kara was a contemporary of the Manoratha of Kalhana can- 
not be taken to have been definitely proved.^'1 

Now, in the absence of any definite proof as to the indepen- 
dent authorship of the Karikds, Anandavardhana himself has 
been designated as Dhvanikdra and Dhvanydcdrya and has been 
distinctly regarded as the formulator of the Dhyani-theory.. 
Even though the  Karikakára be regarded as distinct from 
Anandavardhana, the Vrttikara, the honorific designation of 


I Studies in the History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. I., pp. 112- 
13. The theory of Prof. Sovani that the name of the unknown 
author of the dhvant-karikds was Sahydaya has long since been 
abandoned. The term Sahrdaya, which frequently occurs in 
the Kartkds, in the Vrttt and in the ?Locana, has invariably been 
used as a qualitative adjunct to refer to “connoisseurs (of art)" 
or “aesthetes.” As Anandavardhana observes:—''dafzsr एव 
हि रत्नतत्त्वविद:, सहृदया एव हि काव्यानां रसज्ञा इति कस्यात्र विप्रतिपत्तिः” 
—Vytti on III. 47 ; so also Locana: 'येषां कव्यानुशीलनाभ्यासवञ्ञाद्‌ 
विशदीभूते मनोमुकुरे वर्णतीयतन्मयीभवनयोग्यता ते हूदयसंवादभाजः सहृदयाः’ 
—pp. 38-39 Abhinavagupta refers to Anandavardhana as “सहूदय- 
चक्रवत्ती खल्वयं ग्रन्थकृदिति wa: —°Locana, p. 41. For a detailed 
discussion of this problem see MM. P. V. Kane's History of 
Sanskrit Poetics (1951), pp. 184-189. 
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Dhavani-kára with refercnce to the latter can be justified on the 
ground that like Patafijali, the author of the Mahdbhdsya on 
Pànini's Asfadhyayi, and Sankara, the author of the Bhdsya on 
the Vedanta-Sitras, it was Anandavardhana who brought out 
fully the implications of the aphoristic Dhvani-kdrikds and 
imparted the final shape to the novel theory of Dhvani, which 
exercised an undisputed sway over all later speculations in -the 
field of literary criticism in Sanskrit. As Jagannatha in his 
Rasagangadhara observes :— 
“ध्वन्तिकृतामालंकारिकसरणिव्यवस्थापकत्वात्‌ ।” 

In this connexion the following observations of Dr.S. K. 
De deserve our notice :— 

“Indeed, it seems that Anandavardhana in his classical 
yeti attempted to build up a more or less complete system of 
Poetics upon the losely joined ideas and materials supplied by 
the brief Karikds ; and his success was probably so marvellous 
that in course of time the Karikakara receded to the background 
completely overshadowed by the more important figure of his 
formidable expounder ; and people considered as the Dhvanikara 
not the author of the few memorial verses but the commenta- 
tor Anandavardhana himself, who for the first time fixed the 
theory in its present form. The term “Dhyanikira” itself 
came gradually to be used in the generic sense of “the 
creator of the Dhvani school,” and therefore indiscrimi- 
nately applied by later writers to Anandavardhana, who, though 
not himself the founder of the System, came to receive that credit 


for having first victoriously introduced it in the.struggle of the 
Schools." 


I Op.cit., Vol. I., pp. 108-9. Of course, in the light 
of these observations, the appellation süsirakára as used by 
Abhinavagupta with reference to Anandavardhana would not 
also appear to be indefensible, But . Dr. Mookerjee, in his 
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P “ने o D T . , 
V. Parikara’, Sarigraha? and Samksepa-$lokas 


Besides the Kdrikds, the Dhvanyáloka incorporates within 
its body certain expository verses that are meant either to sum 
up the discussious raised in the Karikds or in the Vrtti, or to 
Supplement the arguments furnished in the Kárikas. In the for- 
former case they are called Samgraha-slokas or Samksepa- 
slokas, while in the latter they are refered to as parikara-slokas, 
which are defined by Abhinavagupta as— 


“परिकरार्थ कारिकार्थस्याधिकावापं कत्तु' इलोकः परिकरश्लोकः 1 


If we disinterestedly examine the above three categories of 
verses quoted in the vytti by Anandavardhana and Abhinava- 


dissertation referred to above, holds a totally opposite view on 
this point. As he remarks; “The question now naturally arises 
whether Anandavardhana could be described as the Sastrakara, 
if he were only the writer of the Vjits alone and the Krikds, 
which abundantly set forth the doctrine with its details, were 
the work of a different person. Barring the scholastic devices 
of Abhinava-gupta who tries to make out the Vriti to be only a 
paraphrase and elaboration of the Karikd, even if we take a 
dispassionate view of the relative position of the Karika and 
the Viti, it must be owned that the original contribution of 
the Vjits is almost nil. In the circumstances, is it not unthinkable 
that the author of the Vytis should pass off as the promulgator 
of the dhvani school, . which the titleof sgstrakdra conferred 
upon him by Abhinavagupta implies ?’’—/loc. cit. p. 189. 

I ?Locana, p. 107. Compare: "One of the most cogent 
arguments against the theory of identity is furnished by the large 
number of what are called in the 7178 partkara-slokas, samgraha- 
Slokas and samksepa-Slokas. Besides these, there is a verse 
quoted in the वृत्ति with the words तदयमत्र परमार्थः on ध्व? 
III. 10-74 and five verses quoted by the वृत्ति with the words 
तदिदमक्तं and तदिदमच्यते (the first two being expressly ascribed 
to the वत्तिकार himself by लोचन and one out of the group of 
the three on p. 222 being ascribed to आनन्दवर्धन in the 
अभिनवभारती). Thus there are over twenty-five verses quoted 
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gupta's short comments thereon, certain facts emerge distinctly 
that appear to have some important bearing on the authorship 
ofthe DAhvani-kárikds. Barring the verses introduced by the Vytti- 
kara withthe remark ‘तदयमत्र संक्षेप.” or 'तथा चायमनत्रसक्षपः' 
which evidently are the Vrttikdra’s own composition, in regard 
to the Samgraha-slokas some have been specially pointed out 
by Abhinavagupta as being Vpitikdras own!,. while with 
regard to the authorship of the rest the ^Locana makes no com- 
ment. So, also, with regard to the authorship of the Parikara- 
Slokas Abhinavagupta is completely silent. What is the 
reason of this marked difference of behaviour on the part 
of the author of the ^Locana with regard to these verses ? 
Is it implied thereby that some sammgraha-slokas and the pari- 
kara-slokas are of a different authorship ? If we subscribe to 
this viewpoint, then the conclusion becomes irresistible that 
a long interval of time elapsed between the date of the Karikd- 
kára and that of the Vrttikdra so as to make the speculatious 
regarding the import of the Kdrikds as embodied in the above 
parikara-slokas and samgraha-Slokas possible.? 


VI. The Text of the Karikas 


As regards the text of the Dhvani-kdrikds even, some scholars 


in the wr itself, all of which are the composition of 
आनन्दवध॑न. "—P. V. Kane: History of Sanskrit Poetics, p. 173. 
The references are to the Nirnayasagar Edition. 


I Compare: उक्तमिति waaert:—°Locana, p. 497. 


2 Harichand Sistri hints at such a probability when he 
observes: “Anandavardhana avait eu des pre'curseurs ; c'est 
`a eux qu'il emprunte les parikara-Sloka, les samgraha-sloka, les 
samiksepa-sloka qu'il cite `a l'occasion."—-O$. cit., p. 9o. See also 
MM. P, V. Kane's History of Sanskrit Poetics, pp. 173-74. 
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are suspicious in respect of genuineness of some of them. In this 
connexion, we might quote here the following lines from Prof. 
Sivaprasad Bhattacharya's article on Dhvanydloka and Text of 
the Dhyanikarikas as being typical of the viewpoint of a section 
of scholars :— 

“Tt appears to us that the entire fourth Uddyota is more 
likely than not an apocryphal work so far as the original Dhyani- 
Karikds are concerned. Here it is that the use of halting forms 
and enclitic particles, of poetic similes and analogies is carried 
to a limit far exceeding that of a technical work, untrammelled 
by considerations of matter and content. A favouritism for 
certain words, e.g. विषय, गुणवृत्ति, स्खलदुर्गात, प्रतिभा 
(used in a special sense I. 15—as opposite to the or- 
dinary sense as in I.6, IV. 1, 6) and for restricted meanings 
of them evinces itself in the portion which we would ascribe to 
Ananda. Excepting the introductory karikd, composed in the 
sárdülavikridita and two verses composed in the upajati, which 
certainly form a part of the original work, the Karikas of the 
Dhvanikára are composed in anusfubh and arya, the former 

being preponderent in number. Anandavardhana’s additions 
are all in the form of anustubh verses, excepting in the last three 
kárikàs, the fourth Uddyota, composed in the rathoddhata malini 
and the sikharini, rather unusual metres for the true karika 
form. It may be noted in passing that in the apocryphal portion 
Ananda has tried to escape detection by explaining the words 
in the karikas in the vrtti following, exactly as if they are other's 


composition, in the manner we find illustrated, e.g. in the 


Vakroktijivita."! pem 
? = MES of the Sixth Oriental Conference," p. 621. 
The above utterances of the learned scholar cannot be regarded 


as anything more than ingenious conjectures in the present 


state of our knowledge. 
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VII. The Antiquity of the Dhvant-Theory 


It should be carefully noted that Anandavardhana, in the 
Dhvanyáloka, never considers his own self as being the formu- 
lator of the theory of DAvani, which came to lay down for the 
first time an altogether new standard of literary criticism in 
Sanskrit, though later writers on Poetics have frequently con- 
ferred upon him the enviable tittle of Dhvanikára and Dhvanyá- 
cárya. On the other hand, Anandavardhana frequently states 
inthe Vjiti that the element of dhvani was already recognised 
as the only essential factor in a poetic composition in the circle 
of true literary connoisseurs (sahrdayas). Even if the Karika- 
kara be regarded as distinct from the Vritikdra, the recognition 
of the theory of dhvani as the quintessence of literary art must 
be regarded to have been long anticipated by teachers much 
older in date than the kārikākāra himself though it might not 
have been formulated in definite well-conceived texts. This 
is evident from the very first Kárikü of the Dhvanyáloka and 
Anandavardhana's gloss on it, which has been clarified all the 
more by Abhinavagupta in his ?Locana.! In Kárikà, 1. 19, 
the Dhvanikdra again clearly professes that even if the theory 


7 Cf. "काव्यस्यात्मा ध्वनिरिति qu: sure: —which has 
been explained in the wp as; “qd: काव्यतत्त्वविस्धि:, काव्यस्यात्मा 
ध्वनिरिति संज्ञितः, परम्परया यः समाम्नातपूर्वः, सम्यक्‌ आ समन्तात, म्नात: 
प्रकटित:. The plural in qà: is significant in so far as it hints 
at the existence of a long tradition of teachers who recognised 
the principle of dhvani as the soul of poetry, which itself is a 
guarantee that the theory was not one to be lightly 
discarded. As “Locana points out: “बुधस्येकस्य प्रामादिकमपि 
तथाभिधानं स्यात्‌, न तु भूयसां तद्युक्तभ्‌ । तेन बुधेरिति वहुवचनम्‌ r— 
The subsequent expression समाम्नातपूर्वः in the Karika, which 
has been rendered all the mote explicit in the Wit? by prefixing 
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of dhvani might have been defined and formulated by some of 
his predecessors, that does not at all detract from the impor- 
tance of his work which not only admits the existence and 
undeniability of the principle of dhvani, but also gives an 
elaboration of the same. Anandavardhana elsewhere 
Says that the composition of poetry with the full re- 
cognition of the principle of rasa (poetic emotion) which 15 
dhvani par excellence, as the sole vitalising essence of art, was 
not anything strange or unknown to such ancient doctors as 


परम्परया, has also been unambiguously interpreted by Abhinava- 
gupta in the following passage: तदेव व्याचष्टे--परम्परयेति t 
अविच्छिन्नेन प्रवाहेण तेरेतदुक्तम्‌ विनाऽपि विशिष्टपुस्तकेषु विनिवेशनादित्य-- 
भिप्रायः । न च बुधा भूयांसोऽनादरणीयं वस्त्वादरेणोपदिशेयुः, एतत्त्वादरेणो- 
पदिष्टम्‌ । तदाह--सम्यगाम्नातपूवं इति । पूवंग्रहणेनेदम्प्रथमता नात्र सम्भाव्यत 
इत्याह, व्याचष्टे च--सम्थगा समन्ताद्‌ म्नातः प्रकटित इत्यनेन ।।~~ loc. 
cif. We are to note in this connexion the introductory words 
of Yàska's Nirukta—viz. समाम्नायः समाम्नातः स व्याख्यातव्यः , with 
reference to the text of the Nighantu, which was but a traditional. 
collection of Vedic vocables divided into three distrinct sections, 
though different recensions of it were prevalent. Exactly 
parallel is the expression समा म्नातपूर्वे: as referring to the Dhuvani 
theory. That the Karikakara himself, whether he is to be identi- 
fied with Anandavardhana or not, was not the first propounder 
of the doctrine of dhvam is unshakably established by the clear 
statement of Abhinavagupta quoted above, viz. qd TgU i दम्प्रथ- 
मता नात्र सम्भाव्यते. The Karikakara might at best be reckoned 
as the first systematic writer on the doctrine of dhvani, who 
gave a definite shape to the various ideas, that had long since 
been current in a floating state, with regard to the various 


aspects of dhvant. 
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Bharata and others.! Even the Riti-theorists had a faint 
glimpse of this fundamental element of poetry, though they 
were not gifted enough to have a firm grasp of itand furnish a 
clear and convincing enunciation of this doctrine.? They, thus, 
set themselves arduously to the task of formulating the various 
ritis, which wasin truth nothing but beating about the bush. 
Even such an ancient writer as Bhàmaha, who was the greatest 
exponent of the concept of vakrokti or alamkara (figures of 
speech) as the sole cause of poetic charm, could not altogether 
deny the existence of dhvani or suggested sense, though he tried 
to evade the main problem by including the latter under such 
figures of speech as पर्य्यायोक्त अप्रस्तुतप्रशसा ४०.३ Not 


1 'एतच्च रसादितात्पर्येण काव्यनिबन्धनं भरतादावपि सुप्रसिद्धमेव 
-~Vytti on Dhvanyáloka, p. 401. 
2 Compare Dhvanyáloka, III. 46 : 
अस्फुटस्फुरितं काव्यतत्त्वमेतद्‌ यथोदितम्‌ | 
ara gated रीतयः सम्प्रवत्तिता: ॥ 
on which the Vrtti runs as; 'एतद्ध्वनिप्रवत्तनेन निणी तं काव्यतत्त्व- 
मस्फुटस्फुरितं सदशक्तुवद्भः प्रतिपादयितु वैदभी गौडी पाञ्चाली चेति रीतयः 
प्रवत्तिता:। रीतिलक्षणविधायिनां हि काव्यतत्त्वमेतदस्फुटतया मनाक्‌ स्फुरितः 
'मासीदिति लक्ष्यते। तदत्र स्फुटतया सम्प्रदरिंतेनान्येन रीतिळक्षणेन न 
किञ्चित्‌ lI—See Abhinavagupta’s comments : 'रीतिहिं गुणेष्वेव 
'पर्यवसिता । यदाह--विशेषो गुणात्मा गुणाश्च रसपर्यवसायिन एवेति aad 
wp गुणनिरूपणे “शृङ्गार एव मधुरः' इत्यत्रेति Locana, p. 527. 

3 पर्यायोक्तेऽपि यदि प्राधान्येन व्यद्धथत्वं तद्‌ भवतु नाम तस्य 
ध्वनावन्तर्भावः | नलु ध्वनेस्तत्रान्तर्भावः | तस्य महाविषयत्वेना ङित्वेन च 
प्रतिपादयिष्यमाणत्वात्‌ । 77/7, 7.73 ;°Locana: 'तत्रेति यादृशोऽल ङ्कार- 
त्वेन विवक्षितस्तादृशे ध्वनिर्नान्तर्भेवति, न तादुगस्माभिध्वनिरुक्तः । ध्वनिहिं 
महाविषयः सर्वत्र भावाद्‌ व्यापकः, समस्तप्रतिष्ठास्थानत्वाच्चा ङ्गी | न चालङ्कारो 
व्यापकोऽच्यालङ्कारवतू | न चाङ्गी, अलंकार्यतन्त्रत्वात्‌ | अथ व्यापकर्त्वाद्धित्वे 


तस्योपगम्येते, त्यज्यते चालङ्कारता, तहिं अस्मन्नय एवायमवलम्ब्यते केवलः 
CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


INTRODUCTION xxxi 
that the critics alone were aware of the existence of dhvani. Even 
great poets like Valmiki, Vyasa, Kalidasa, etc. recognised the 
principle of dhvani as the very essence of their poetic art.! From 
the evidence collected above it becomes clear that neither Ananda- 
vardhana nor the Karikakára if he be regarded as a distinct per- 
sonality, should be regarded asthe first discoverercf this 
novel element in poetry. The doctrine of dhvani was first syste- 
matically formulated in the Karikas ina very succinct form, and 
Anandavardhana, quà Vrttikára, elaborately analysed the im- 
plications of the Karikds, by way of furnishing a detailed classi- 
fication of that novel theme and showing by concrete illustrations 
drawn from great authors the way in which it was worked up 


मातूसयंग्रहात्‌ पर्यायोक्तवाचेति भावः'--. 179. Udbbata also includes 
Rasavat; Preyas, and Urjasvin, that have a purely emotional 
appeal, and as such should be reckoned as instances of dhvani, 
among alamkáras. Compare: इह हि तावद्‌ भामहोद्भटप्रभृतय- 
'डिचरन्तनालंका रकारा:, प्रतीयमानमथे॑ वाच्योपस्कारकतयाऽलंका रपक्षनिक्षिप्तं 
मन्यन्ते---. Alamkarasasvasva of Rüyyaka, p. 3; also; 'यतपुन- 
रलंकारकोटिनिविष्टत्वं वस्तुध्वनेरुदभावयन्‌ भामहादयस्तदपि विचारविधुरम्‌ — 
Ekávali of Vidyidhara, p. 50. The following observations of 
Prof. K. P. Trivedi, however, with reference to Bhámaha, are 
somewhat far-fetched: ‘‘From the following remarks of 
Anandavardhana it is clear that Bhàmaha is not ध्वन्यभाववादी 
or one who denies the existence of ध्वनि, as Mallinatha 
‘considers him to be— 


“भामहेनात्यतिशयो क्ति लक्षणे यदुक्तम्‌--सँषा सर्वत्र वक्रोवित०--तत्राति- 
शयो क्तिर्यमळंकारमधितिष्ठति कविप्रतिभावशात्‌, तस्य चारुत्वातिशययोगोऽन्यस्य 
त्वलंकारमात्रतैवेति सर्वाळंकारस्वीकरणयोग्यत्वेनाभेदोपचारात्‌ सैव सर्वालंकार- 
:रूपेत्ययमेवार्थोऽवगन्तव्यः । तस्याश्च अलंकारान्त रसंकी णत्वं कदाचिद्‌ वाच्यत्वेन 
-कदाचिद्‌ व्यङ्गग्रत्वेन Some Notes on Bhamaha in the R. G. 
Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, p. 409. 

i Compare: «mm हि ध्वनेः स्वरूपं सकलसत्कविकाव्योपनिषद्‌- 
:भूतम्‌ अतिरमणीयम्‌-- — Vrtti on Dhvanydloka, 1,1. 
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as an indissoluble element in all truly great works of art. So 
the Karikas and the Vrtti, just like Panini’s Asfadhydyi and Patai- 
jali's Bhdsya thereon, together gave the final concrete shape to 
the doctrine of dhvani, which before that date was ina nebulous 
state. Anandavardhana in the last colophon verse of the 
Dhvanyáloka expressly records that he did nothing but interpret 
and analyse (vydkarot) the implications of the new theory of 
poetry which lay long dormant in the minds of persons of 
mature intellect. But this task of interpretation itself was execu- 
ted in such a masterly fashion that it earned an undying fame 
for its author and placed him in the same rank with dcdryas like 
Bhartrhari.| So Anandavardhana’s contribution towards a 
logical and systematic formulation of the dhvani-theory was in 


I On the third foot of the penultimate colophon verse 
of the Vytti-text-—viz. “काव्यार्ये$खिलसोख्यधाम्नि विवुधोद्याने ध्वनि- 
&feta:'—°Locana observes ; “afia इति । स्थित एव सन्‌ प्रकाशितः, 
अप्रकाशितस्य हि कथं भोग्यत्वम्‌. So also: “सतूकाव्यतत्त्वनयवर्त्म 
चिरप्रसुप्तकल्पं मनःसु परिपक्वधियां यदासीत्‌ । तद्व्याकरोत्‌ सहृदयोदय- 
लाभहेतोरानन्दवर्धन इति प्रथिताभिधानः?-V/ti-colophon and Locana 
thereon. Compare: ‘The statements (आनन्दो मनसि लभतां 
प्रतिष्ठाम्‌ . . . .0. Ir, अस्मदुपज्ञो न विस्मार्येः p. 744 (N.S. P. Edn.) 
if regarded as included in the text, and the last verse सत्‌काव्य- 
तत्त्वविषयं . . .-तद्व्याकरोत्‌ . . . . हेतोरानन्दवधेन. . ..) are meant to 


emphasize and form a proper estimate of the services that 
Anandavardhana rendered to the cause of critical appreciation 
of literature from the/aksyas—in the shape of the Ramayana, 
the Mahabharata, and the great works of classical marks like the 
Gaha-sattasai, the Amarusataka and like those of Kālidāsa, an 
appreciation in the wake of or line of interpretation chalked out 
or vaguely hinted at by the Dhvanikara,’—Dhvanydloka and 
Text of Dhvamtkarikds by Prof. Sivaprasad Bhattacharya, 
loc. cit., p. 619. 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


INTRODUCTION xxxiii 


no way inferior to that of the Karikakara, but in many respects 


far more important, even though one might be loth to look 
upon them as identical, 


VIII Influence of the D/manyüloka on Later 
Sanskrit Poetics 


The Dhvanyáloka is universally acknowledged as an epoch- 
making work in the history of Sanskrit literary criticism. Be- 
sides propounding for the first time in a systematic way the novel 
doctrine of dhvani, which almost all the later writers took for 
granted, the contribution of the Dhvanydloka chiefly lies in the 
re-assessment of the various concepts of Sanskrit Poetics like 
guna, alamkara, riti, vrtti, doga, etc., with reference to the central 
concept of dhvani. 

It is true that Anandavardhana the Dhvanikara is regarded 
as the greatest exponent of a new school of literary criticism- 
viz. the Dhyani-school, as distinct from the traditional schools 
of Sanskrit Poetics.! But in reality he is the staunchest advocate 
of the rasa-theory as well as expounded by Bharata in his 
Natya-sastra.2 Anandavardhana included Bharata's doctrine of 
rasa within the purview of the comprehensive scheme of Sugges- 


I. See Professor V. V. Sovani's article Pre-dhvani Schools 
of Alamkara in the Sir R. G. Bhandarkar Commemoration 
Volume, pp. 387 ff. 


2 'न fg रसादृते करिचदथे: प्रवर्त्तते. Chapter VI. We 
should note here that the Diwanikara too accords rasa the highest 
place in poetry in numerous kdrtkds, e. g., I. 5; IV. 4-5. See also 
the utterances of the Vritikāra with reference to चित्रकाव्य as 
incorporated in the samgraha-Slokas cited under IIT. 41-42 
(p. 497). Even such eminent opponents of the D/wani-school 
as Bhattanayaka, Mahimabhatta and others whole-heartedly 
acknowledge the essential character of rasa in poetry. Compare: 
“काव्यस्यात्मनि संज्ञिति रसादिरूपे न कस्यचिद्‌ faufqs— Vyaktiviveka. 
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tion and thus gave it a new shape. Bharata is completely silent 
as regards the function needed for conveying the rasa that is 
the central theme in poetry, while the Dhvanydloka establishes 
rasa as dhvani par excellence (i. e. conveyed through the function 
of Suggestion) as distinguished from the two other categories of 
dhvani —viz. vastu and alamkára, that could occassionally be 
conveyed through Denotation (abhidhá) as well. Having thus 
established rasa as vyargya par excellence and as the very 
quintessence of poetic art, the Dhvanydloka proceeds to the 
re-appraisal of the various traditional concepts of poetics by 
bringing them into proper relation with rasa. Thus, the various 
figures of speech like upamd, rüpaka etc. are shown to have their 
proper value when they serve to heighten the emotional effect 
of poetry, failing which they are reduced to tawdry decorative 
elements without any emotional appeal as ina citra-kdvya, which 
in truth should not be regarded as a species of poetry at all.? 


I “यस्तु स्वप्नेऽपि न स्वराव्दवाच्यो न लीकिकव्यवहारपतितः, किंतु 
दाब्दसमर्प्यंमाण हृदयसंवादसुन्दरविभावानु भावसमृचित प्राग्‌ विनिविष्टरत्यादिवास- 
नानुरागसुकुमारस्वसंविदानन्दचर्व णाव्यापाररसनीयरूपो रसः, स॒ ` काव्य- 
व्यापारैकगोचरो रसध्वनिरिति, स च ध्वनिरेवेति, स एव मुख्यतयात्मेति ॥'-- 
“Locanda, pp. 51-52. Also : तिन रस एव वस्तुत आत्मा, वस्त्वळंकारध्वनी 
तु सर्वथा रसं प्रति पर्यंवस्येते इति वाच्यादुत्कृष्टौ तौ इत्यभिप्रायेण ध्वनिः 
काव्यस्यात्मेति सामान्येनोवतम्‌’--07. cit., p. 85. Note also: “The 
Dhvani-school as well as  Bhattan&yaka's Hrdayadarpana are 
in agreement with Bharata on this point, and may be said to 
have only developed the teaching of Bharata The only 
difference between the Dhvanikara Bhattangyaka, Mahima- 
bhatta was as regards the function par excellence which is 
operative in poetry."—Sovani, Joc. cil. 


2 Dhvanyaloka, TI 14-19 and ortti thereon. But in this 
connection we should take note of the defence of poetic embellish- 
ments irrespective of their relation with the suggested sense in 
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Thus in the Second Uddyota of the Dhvanydloka certain definite 
principles are laid down for judicious introduction of figures 
of speech in a dhvani-kávya in which the emotional appeal is 
predominant. There it is unambiguously pointed out that figures 
appertaining to sounds like yamaka should always be eschewed 
by true poets in a dhvani-kavya. It was left to Dhvanikára to 
enunciate the proper function of alamikáras in genuine works of 
art, and thus bring them down from the supreme position to which 
they were elevated by teachers of the Alarhkara school like 
Bhàmaha. As regards gunas or. poetic excellences as well, 
the Dhvanyádloka introduces an altogether novel approach. In 
older treatises like Dandin's Kavyddarsa, and Vamana’s Kavyd- 


Kuntaka’s Vakroktjivita. The following remarks of Dr.§. K. 
De are worth quoting on this point: ‘Kuntaka, thus, supplies 
a deficiency in the teaching of the Dhvani-theorists, who ignored - 
all embellishments unconnected with the suggested sense as mere 
vag-vikalpa or wkti-vaicitrya. To them the ornamental express- 
ion. of poetry was detachable, external and non-essential addi- 
tion; but Kuntaka gives a new interpretation of such  URti- 
vaicitrya and justifies the poetic ornaments as such. If they 
are a part of poetic expression, they have a right to be considered, 
for they form thereby the expression itself. If the poetic imagina- 
tion justifies them as a source of beauty, the. question of their 
connection with the suggested sense or of their essentiality or 
non-essentiality need not arise, they being themselves essential. 
In Kuntaka's view, therefore, poetry is always embellished expre- 
ssion, as distinguished from plain and matter-of-fact expression 
of sciences and scriptures, and embellishment in the general sense 
is always a characteristic of poetic expression., This embellish- 
ment comprehends in its specific sense the whole domain of 
rhetorical figures (which Kuntaka includes in the particular. pro- 
vince of Vakya-vakratd), if they are justified by the poetic 


imagination and become poetic figures thereby......'"—Some 
Problems of Sanskrit Poetics in the New Indian Antiquary; 1947, 
pp. 64-93. 
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larmkdra-sitra-vytti, though the gunas were accorded the most 
prominent place, still on a subtle analysis, they were found to 
differ very little from alamkdras. They are as much decora- 
tive elements of words (sabda) and meanings  (artha) as the 
common figures of speech, only standing in a somewhat more 
intimate relation with poetry than the latter. But according 
to the Dhyanikdra the gunas are no more attributes of sabda and 
artha than heroism (Saurya) is an attribute of the body. This 
conception of gunas served as the only reasonable basis of 
differentiation between alamkdras and gunas—which could be 
ill distinguished according to the viewpoint of the ancients. 
The gunas were really attributes of the respective emotions (rasa) 
which constitute the soul of poetry, just as heroism etc. were 
attributes of the Spirit (Gtman). Not only in the conception of 
, gunas does the Dhvanikára differ from the older teachers, but 
also as regards their number. The Dhvanikdra enumerates only 
three of them,—viz. mádhurya, which was inherent in Srngára, 
Karuna (and Santa), ojas that resided in such emotions as raudra, 
vira, adbhuta etc., and prasáda that was common to all. In 
respect of the number of gunas, the Dhyanikara may be regarded 
as being affiliated to Bhamaha's view, though the latter's 
conception as to the nature of the gunas has no similarity to the 
Dhyanikdra’s. The Dhvanikára's approach to the problem of 
ritis, too; widely differs from that of the authors of the Riti- 


X एवं माधूयो जःप्रसादा एव त्रयो गुणा उपपन्ना भामहाभिप्रायेण । 
ते च प्रतिपत्तास्वादमयाः तत आस्वाद्ये उपचरिता रसे ततस्तदूव्यञ्जकयोः 
शब्दार्थयोरिति aai —— Locana on Dhyanyáloka, II. xo. 


2 Consult in this connection Dr, S. K. De's paper on 
Bhàmaha's Views on Guna in the K. B. Pathak Commemoration 
Volume (1934), pp. 353-358. 
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School! While the latter extol the different ritis as the highest 
element in poetry irrespective of their usefulness and applica- 
tion, the Dhyanikdra allots to them only a subservient role in 
poetry and brings them into relation with the proper emotional 
content of a poem, which it should be their function to enrich. 
A proper treatment of the concept of dosas or poetic defects and 
their classification into two broad categories as nitya-dosas 
and anitya-dosas, the Dhvanikára points out, are possible on 
the basis of rasa-dhvani. So also is the case with the different 
Vrttis. In this way the Dhvanikara for the first time established 
the element of rasa as the central theme in poetry with irrefutable 
logic, and consequently there can be no fallacy, if we reckon him 
as the most enthusiastic representative of Bharata's Rasa-school 
besides being the propounder of the doctrine of Suggestion 
(dhvani). Thus, the Dhvanikara’s view as regards the nature of 
poetry can be conceived of as being eclectic in the good sense 
inasmuch as no element of poetry, whetherit be guna or alam- 
kara, or riti or vrtti as propounded by the ancient teachers of diffe- 
rent schools, was ignored in this scheme. The Dhvanikára found 
place for them allin his novel system, though he gave a new 
turn totheir traditional conceptions to suit his end in view.? 
puce un eame rel ss 

I See the present author's The Riti-School and Anandavar- 


dhana’s Dhvani Theory in the Journal of the Asiatic Soctety 
of Bengal (Letters), Vol. XVII, No. 1. 


2 The following observations of Abhinavagupta by way 
of refutation of the views of the teachers of the anti-dhvant 
schools may be cited in this connexion: नन्वेवं ‘सिंहो वदुः 


इत्यत्रापि काव्यरूपता स्यात्‌ ; ध्वननलक्षणस्यात्मनोऽत्रापि समनन्तरं वक्ष्य- 
man भावात्‌ । ननु घटेऽपि जीवव्यवहारः स्यात्‌ ; आत्मनो विभुत्वेन 
तत्रापि भवात्‌ । शरीरस्य खलु विशिष्टाधिष्ठानयुबतस्य सत्यात्मनि जीव- 
व्यवहारः, न यस्य कस्यचिद्‌ इति चेत्‌--गुणाळंकारौचित्यसुन्दरशब्दार्थशरीरस्य 
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Mammata in his Kavyaprakása, proves to be the greatest ex- 
ponent of this eclectic system of poetic criticism, the frame-work 
of which was firmly settled by the Dhvanikdra himself? Viewed 
in this light it becomes easy for us to comprehend the full 


सति ध्वननाह्यात्मनि काव्यरूपताव्यवहारः । न चात्मनोऽसारता काचिदिति च 
समानम्‌ U—-Thus, it is evident that a piece of poetry to be truly 
good, it is not enough that it should be endowed with 
Suggestivensss (asama) Jalone, but it should be couched in 
an expression embellished with proper gunas, alamkdras 
etc. as well. 


I Note:—“Ananda was faced with other problems and, 
disturbed mainly as he was with issues and counter-issues raised 
by the works of Vamana and Udbhata, he had to traverse grounds 
the bases of which were of a different nature. Some striking | 
features in the scheme followed by the earlier writer (viz. the 
author of the Dhvanikdrikds) seem to be concerned with the 
नित्यानित्यदोषव्यवस्था, the easiest of शब्दालंकार'$ in general, the 
enumeration of alamkáras as riipakddi, the subdivisions of | 
küvyas, including the relation and interrelation of plot with 
vasa and the consequent question of vfitis in works of the Katha 
type and drama, as also topics like the three gunas., which have 
in the traditional ways been preserved in works of the Kashmi- 
rian school. Amongst the topics introduced by Ananda which 
may be kept dissociated from the main work, may be mention- 
.ed the incidental use of Sabdavyitis, ot samghatand and riti 
theories, which occupy so prominent a place in Vàmana's scheme 
and the question of figures of speech, particularly that relating a 
to rasavat, preyas and ürjasvi, which figure largely in the | 
works of Bhamaha and Udbhata (laterly in that of Kuntaka). 
Ananda’s credit lies, however, in co-ordinating these themes 
and blending them into a harmonious whole, and thus 
preparing the basis of a scientific, methodical and compre- 
hensive treatment of the śäsira, in a manner surpassing that 
of later writers on the subject, including that. greatest writer of 
Alamkara-nibandha, ^ viz. Mammata.’’—Prof. Sivaprase? ! 
Bhattacharya, loc. cit. ; | 
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import of Jagannatha’s encomium on the Dhyanikdra already 
referred to above viz. “ध्वनि कृतामालङ्कारिकसरणिव्यवस्थापकत्वात्‌'. 


IX. Some Authors of Anti-Dhvani Schools 


Inspite of their superior critical acumen, the DAvani- 
theorists had to face vehement challenges from various quar- 
ters, which they ably controverted. The Dhvanikàra anticipa- 
tes some of the contentions against the theory of which he: 
was going to furnish an elaborate exposition—in the very 
opening Karikd of the Dhvanyáloka— 

काव्यस्यात्मा ध्वनिरिति add: समाम्नातपूर्व- 

स्तस्याभावं जगदुरपरे WaT माहुस्तमन्ये | 
केचिद्वाचां स्थितमविषये तत्त्वमूचुस्तदीयं 
तेन ब्रूमः सहृदयमनःप्रीतये तत्स्वरूपम्‌ 117 

Besides the contentions anticipated and refuted in the 
first chapter of the Dhvanydloka a few other stern criticisms were 
levelled against the Dhyvani-theory of which the anumdna-theory 
deserves special mention. Though no reference to it has been 
made in the opening chapter of the Dhvanydloka, still Ananda- 
vardhana notes it in brief in Uddyota III where he tries to en- 


I. Note also °Locana where Abhinava summarizes the three 
main complaints against the Dhvani-theory—dqa समयापेक्षणन 
शब्दोऽर्थप्रतिपादक . इति कृत्वा वाच्यव्यतिरिक्तं नास्ति gay ; सदपि वा 
तद्‌ अभिधावृत्त्याक्षिप्तं शब्दावगतार्थवलादाकृष्टत्वाद्‌ भाक्‍तम्‌ ; तदनाक्षिप्तमपि 
वा न वक्‍तु शक्यं कुमारीष्विव we सुखमतद्विद्सु. But Jayaratha in his 
Vimarsini notes as many as 12 rival theories, Cf. 

तात्पयंशक्तिरभिधा लक्षणानुमिती fear । 

-अर्थापत्तिः क्वचित्‌ तन्त्रं समासोक्‍्त्यादलंकृति: ।। 

रसस्य कार्यता भोगो व्यापारान्तरबाधनम्‌॥ 

द्वादशोत्यं ध्वनेरस्य स्थिता विप्रतिपत्तयः i—p. 9. (Edu. NSP.) 
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dorse the claim of vyaitjand being recognized as a separate vytti.} 
The Anuména-school found in Mahimabhatta, a Kashmirian, the 
most enthusiastic upholder of its cause. The Vyaktiviveka 
which is replete with instances of a wonderful skill of its author 
in polemics was written with the sole aim of proving the thesis 
that it was after all useless to reckon a separate function of words, 
viz. vyafijand. Mahimabhatta, in the first instance, takes 5p 
the verse ‘yatrarthah sabdo va’ where the Dhvanikara fur- 
nishes a working definition of Dhvani-kávya and with a rare zeal, 
which we can term ferocity even, tears it up clause by clause 
pointing out blemishes at every step. Though Mahimabhatta 
tried his utmost to demolish the dhvani-theory, yet his endeav- 
vours could not be appreciated by men of Jetters. This neglect, 
in consequence of which the anumdna-theory gradually fell 
into an unmerited oblivion, was due to his ‘being pitted against 
the famous Anandavardhana.’ (Kane, HAL., xcii. Another 
cause of the neglect of the Vyaktiviveka is the terseness of the 
language in which the arguments have been couched ; it lacks 
that grace and easy felicity which characterize the writings of 


I Compare: अस्पयतिसन्धानावसरः--व्यञ्जकत्वं शब्दानां गमकत्वं 
तच्च जिङ्गत्वम्‌ ; अतश्च व्यङ्‌ग्यप्रतीतिरि ङ्गप्रतीतिरेवेति लिङ्गलिङ्गिभाव 
एव तेषां व्यङ्‌ ग्यव्यञ्जकभावो नापरः कर्चित्‌ I—Op. cit., Ch. iii, p.448. 

2 Compare: अनुमानेऽन्तर्भावं सर्व स्यैघ ध्वनेः प्रकाशयितुम्‌ 

व्यक्तिविवेकं कुरुते प्रणम्य महिमा परां वाचम्‌ u— Vyaktiviveka, 
Chap. i, 1. See Dr. S. K. De’s The Theory of Rasa in Sanskrit 
Poetics in Sir Asutosh Mookerjee Silver Jubilee Volumes, Orien- 
talia, Pt. 2, p. 223, f.n. 48. 

3 Note: एतच्च विविच्यमानमनुमानस्यैव संगच्छते नान्यस्य । 
तथाहि अर्थस्य तावद्‌ उपसजेनीकृतात्मत्वमनुपादेयमेव | तस्य अर्थान्तरप्रतीत्यर्थं- 
मुपात्तस्य तद्ृप्रभिचाराभवात्‌। नहि अग्न्यादिसिद्धौ धूमादिरुपादीयमानो 


गुणतामतिवत्तंते ।... ... .. et seg.—Vyaktiviveka, Chap. i. 
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Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta and which to no small 
extent made their works popular in educated circles, In the 
Third Uddyota Anandavardhana brushes aside the contention 
of the anumiti-vadins with the curt remark that even though we 
concede for argument's sake that the power of suggestion is no 
other than the process of logical inference, still we must falter 
when we come to the instance of the lamp and the jar, on the ana- 
logy of which the whole fabric of the theory of dhvani has been 
built up ; for with no stretch of imagination can we regard the 
jar as being inferred from the presence of light.! In the commen- 
tary on the Vyaktiviveka, Rüyyaka, the author of the Alamkara- 
-sarvasva, too, criticizes the views of the author Mahimabhatta. 
In the Alarikára:sarvasva, he briefly touches upon the views of 
the Vyaktivivekakara and points out the flaws in his thesis? 
Jayaratha, too, the commentator of the last-named work, brings 
‘out in bold relief the utter improbability of the views of the 
Vyaktivivekakara while commenting on the passage referred to 


I Note: [ अत्रोच्यते--नन्वेवमपि यदि नाम स्यात्‌ तत्‌ कि नरिछिन्नम्‌ ? 
वाचकत्व-गुणवृत्तिव्यतिरिक्तो व्यञ्जकत्वलक्षणः शब्दव्यापारोज्स्तीति अस्माभि- 
रभ्युपगतम्‌ । तस्य च वमपि न काचित्‌ क्षतिः । तद्धि व्यञ्जकत्वं लिङ्गत्वमस्तु 
अन्यद्‌ वा। सर्वथा प्रसिद्धशाब्दप्रकारविलक्षणत्व शब्दव्यापारविषयत्व च 
'तस्यास्ति-इति नास्त्येवावयोरविंवादः | ] न पुनरय' परमार्थः--यत्‌ व्यञ्जकत्वं 
लिङ्गत्वमेव सर्वत्र, व्यङ ग्यप्रतीतिश्च लिङ्गप्रतीतिरेवेति I—Dhvanyaloka, 
Chap. iii, p. 449. On which Abhinavagupta has the following 
st2tem९०४--प्रदीपालोकादौ लिङ्गलिङ््गिभावशुन्टोऽपि हि व्यङ्‌ग्यव्यञ्जकभावो- 
ऽस्तीति व्यड_ ग्यव्यञ्जकभावस्य रिङ्गलिङ्ङ्गिभावोऽव्यापक ईति कथ तादात्म्यम्‌ ? 
— Locana, 

2 Compare; यत्तु व्यक्तिविवेककारो वाच्यस्य प्रतीयमानं प्रहि 
लिङ्गितया अनुमानान्तर्भावमाख्यत्‌ तद्वाच्यास्य प्रतीयमानेन सह तादात्म्य 
तदुत्पत्त्मभावात्‌ अविचारिताभिधानम्‌ | तदेतत्‌ कुशाग्रीयधिषणैः क्षोदनीयमतिः 
गहनम्‌--इति dg प्रतन्यते \|—Alamkdra-sarvasva, pp. 12-13. 
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just now.! Most of the critics of the Anumiti-theory lay stress 
on one point particularly, viz. that an inference of the pratiyamana 
from the vácya is invariably vitiated on account of the *middle 
term’ (i.e. hetu) being undistributed (i.e. anaikantika). 


Thus, in spite of the ingenuity of the author of the Vyakti- 
viveka his novel proposition failed to gain much ground in the 
teeth of the increasing popularity of the dhvani-theory. It must 
be alleged to his credit, however, that unaided though he was, 
he left a permanent impression in the field of poetics. Even the 
commentator Rüyyaka, does not spare taunting him for his dar- 
ing enterprise.2 It can be safely asserted that had Mabimabhatta 
been fortunate enough in having a commentator like Abhinava- 
gupta—sympathetic and sincere—his position would have been 
much different from what it is today. 

Next to the Anumiti-theory, the Vakrokti-theory of Kuntala 
or Kuntaka deserves special mention. The theory is nothing 
but an elaboration of the implications of the assertion of 


7 इह लिङ्ग-लिङ्गितोस्तादात्म्य-तदुत्पत्तिम्यामेव तावत्प्रतिबन्धो निश्चीयते । 
तन्निश्चयेनैव च साध्यसिद्धिः । अन्यथा हि साध्यसिद्धिनं स्याद्‌ व्यभिचारात्‌ | 
तत्र तादात्म्य यथा कृतकत्वानित्यत्वयोः। तदुत्पत्तिय था वह्लि-धूमयोः। 
बाच्यप्रतीयमानयोः पुनस्तादात्म्यतदुत्पत्ती न स्तः। तथाहि--'निःशेषच्युते?- 
त्यत्र विधिना fant निषेधेन वा विधिः प्रतीयते । न तस्य वाच्योन सह तादा- 
त्म्यम्‌ विरुद्धत्वात्‌ | न ह्यभावो भावात्मा भवति, भावोऽप्यभावात्मा । नापि 
तदुत्पत्तिः--अभावस्य जन्य-जंनकत्वानूपपत्तः । नापि निःरोषच्युतचन्दनादी नां 
विशेषणानां तदन्तिकगमनानुमापकत्व' युक्तम्‌। तेषां स्तानादौ अपि सद्भावाद- 
नैकात्तिकत्वात्‌ | एतच्च ध्वनिकारेणादूषितत्वात्‌ ग्रन्थकृता स्वकण्ठेन दूषितम्‌ I— 
Vimarsini, p. 13. 

2 Compare; तदेवं महाविदुषां मार्ग मनुसुत्य सहृदयशिक्षादराय विचारः 
यतोऽम्य महामतेः न किञ्चित्‌ पर्थन्‌योगलेदस्याप्यवसर इत्यलमतितप्रस ङ्केत b 
— Comm. on Vyaktiviveka, p. 132. : 
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Bhamaha! to their logical consequence. This theory also sprang 
up as a protest against the views of the dhvani-theorists, who 
though conceding the existence of alamkára-dhvani still make it 
subservient to rasa-dhvani, which according to them is dhyani 
‘par excellence'.? We have noted the views of Abhinavagupta 
and Anandavardhana as regards the nature of clarikáras and 
guias and how they make them quite secondary in their 
function. According to the Dhvanikdra—dhvani and gunibhüta- 
vyaigya—these are the main divisions of kdvya. The third 
variety is merely an imitation of kavya, and not so in reality. 
It is citra. But what is most interesting is the treatment of 
rasa: in Vakroktijivita. Kuntaka agrees with the Dhvanikara 
that the touch of sentiment makes a poetic art live, but still he 
will not reckon sentiment as anything quite different from the 
common figures of speech. This peculiar treatment of rasa 
is quite a logical outcome of his view as regards the nature of 
alamkáras or vakrokti in general. He does not regard -vakrokti 
as ‘adventitious or an extraneous element in a kávya, just 
as Dhvanikdra and others thought ; but according to Kuntaka 
they are inextricably blended up with sabda and artha and cannot 
be detached without materially compromising the splendour of 


ग Note: सेषा aaa वक्रोक्तिरनयार्थो विभाव्यते । 
यत्नोऽस्यां कविना कार्यः कोऽलंकारोऽनया विना ॥ 


2 यस्तु स्वप्नेऽपि न स्वशब्दवाच्यो न लौकिकव्यवहारपतितः fag 
शब्दसमप्येमाण हृदयसं वादसुन्दरविभावानुभावसमु चितप्राग्‌ विनिविष्ट-रत्यादिवास- 
नानुराग-मुकुमार-स्वसं विदानन्दचव णाव्यापार-रसनीयरूपो रसः, स॒ काव्य- 
व्यापारैकगोचरो रसध्वनिः, स च ध्वत्तिरेवेति स एव मुख्यतया आत्मा ॥- 
°Locana, pp. 51-52. 

:3 रस-भावादितात्पर्यरहितं aia MR काव्यं 
केव्रलवाच्यंवाचकवेचित्रथमात्राश्रयेणोपनिबद्धमालेख्यप्रख्यं यदाभासते TATA | 
न तन्मख्यं काव्यं, काव्यानुकारो ह्यसौ i-—DAvamyaloka. p. 493 
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the poet's art. Thus Kuntaka’s logical conclusion is that 

Vakroktiis the soul of a poetic creation.! So a kdvya cannot. 
be a kdvya without vakrokti and the usage 'kávyasydyan--: 
alarikáral! is quite erroneous and illogical as it gives rise to the 

false notion that, akdvya might exist as it were without vakrokti. 

This being Kuntaka's view about vakrokti in general, it is but. 
quite logical that he would not regard rasa as distinct from the- 
vakrokti inasmuch as rasa too imparts grace to the poetic art: 
in the same way as other figures of speech do. As Dr. S. K. De 
so rightly observes : ‘From the prominence given to the analysis. 
of Alarnkaras it will be clear that Kuntaka could not put enough 
emphasis on Rasa and Bhava as elements of poetry. The Rasa 
is dealt with topically in connection with the poetic figures, or 

the different márgas in which it is involved, as also in the treat: 
ment of prakarana-prabandha-vakrata. Kuntaka admits the 
necessity of Rasa, but regards its delineation apparently as a 
special kind of realizing vakratva in composition. He quotes. 
with approval an antara-sloka which lays down (Chap. iv) :. 


“निरन्तर-रसोद्धा र-गर्भ -सीन्दर्य-निर्भ रा: । 


गिर: कवीनां जीवन्ति न कथामात्रमाश्रिता: ॥” 
He admits that itis not the mere matter or plot but the beauty: 


I Compare: वक्रोक्तिः काव्यजीवितम्‌ . Note also Rüyyaka: 
वक्रोक्तिजीवितकारः पुनर्वेदग्धेप्रभद्भीभणितिस्वभावां बहुविधां वक्रोक्तिमेव 
प्राधान्यात्‌ काव्यजीवितमुक्‍तवान्‌ । व्यापारस्य प्राधान्यं च काव्यस्य 
प्रतिपेदे। अभिधानप्रकारविदोषा एव चालंकारा:। सत्यपि त्रिभेदेः 
प्रतीयमाने व्यापाररूपा भणितिरेव कविसंरम्भगोचरः। उपचारवक्रतादिभिः 
समस्तो ध्वनिप्रपञ्चः स्वीकृतः | केवलमुक्तिवैचित्रप्रजीवितं काव्यं न व्यङग्यार्थं-- 
जीवितमिति तदीयं दर्शनं व्यवस्थितम्‌ 1—Alamkdra-sarvasa, p. 8. 


Kuntaka defines वक्रोक्ति 25_-'वक्रोक्तिरिव वँदरध्यभ ङ्गीभणितिरुच्यते” 
which has been again explained in the वृत्ति as :--वक्रोक्ति: 
प्रसिद्धामिधान-व्यतिरेकिणी विचित्रेवाभिधा daar कविकौशलं तस्य agi 
विच्छित्तिः 1 
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imparted to it by the continuous development of Rasa which can 
make the words of a poet live, and in this he follows the dictum 
of Anandavardhana, but as he had already accepted the 
essentiality of Vakrokti, the Rasa could be comprehended only 
as an element of Vakrokti".! Nevertheless, Kuntaka does 
recognize the pratiyamána or vyarigya sense, and practically 
concurs with the Dhvanikara in accepting the two varieties of 
Dhvani based on Indication (i.e. laksandmüla)— viz. atyanta- 
tiraskrta-vdcya and arthántara-samkramita-vácya—though he 
includes them under the single comprehensive head, viz. 
upacara-vakrata.? As MM. Kane states : ‘The Vakroktijivita denies 
the independent existence of Dhvani or vyargya as the soul of 
poetry and tries to include it under its all-pervading vakrokti. 
It therefore makes the soul of poetry to consist of something 


I Vakroktijivita, Intro., pp. Xxxv-xxxvi. 


2 Compare: वाच्योऽर्थो वाचक: शब्दः प्रसिद्धमिति यद्यपि i 
तथापि काव्यमागेऽस्मिन्‌ परमार्थो$यमेतयो: ॥ 
—The एप on which runs as 101095---ननु च द्योतक-व्यञ्जकावपि 
शब्दौ संभवतः ; तदसंग्रहान्ताव्याप्तिः । यस्माद्‌ अर्थप्रतीतिकारित्वसामान्या- 
दुपचारात्तावपि वाचकावेव | एवं द्योत्यव्यङग्ययोरर्थंयोः प्रत्येयत्वसामान्या- 
दुपचाराद्‌ वाच्यत्वमेव ।--07. cit., 1. 8. 
3 Note: यत्र दुरान्तरेऽन्यस्मात्‌ सामान्यमुपचयंते | 
लेरोनापि भवत्‌ काञ्चित्‌ वक्तुमुद्विक्तवृत्तिताम्‌ di 
; यन्मूला सरसोल्लेखा रूपकादिरलंकृतिः । 
उपचारप्रधानाऽसौ वक्रता काचिदुच्यते u— 
Vakroktijivita, II. 13-14 
—On which Kuntaka cites the two verses—'लTअणं च मत्तमेहं’? 
etc. and “स्निग्धव्यामलकान्तिलिप्तवियत:?” as instances which are 
quoted by Anandavardhana in his Dhvanydloka to illustrate 
the two aforesaid varieties of लक्षणामूलध्वनि. The above two 


verses (viz. Vakroktijivita, 1. 13-14) have been cited by Jayaratha, 
too, in his gloss on Alamkára-sarvasva, p. 8. 
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that is striking by its being very different from and above what 
is ordinary. It therefore holds the same view as those who 
regarded dhvani to be bhakta.’ (HAL., p. Ixxxv.) 

Thus we find that Kuntaka gave a newimpetus to the theory 
-of Bhamaha and revived it once more from the region of obli- 
vion. Though he was influenced to no small extent by the 
writings of Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta, still he succeed- 
ed in giving a new turn to the course of literary criticism, and 
his theory too appeals to our reason. He is right in stating that 
we cannot rob a composition of its figures without injuring its 
effect, and as such it is quite erroneous to look upon the 
figures as artificial or adventitious. They constitute part and 
parcel of the whole creation. 

Coming ‘to more recent times we find the polymath 
Ksemendra, a Kashmirian author of the eleventh century A. D., 
starting a new theory to the effect that aucitya or ‘Propriety’ alone 
is the soul of a poetic composition. He calls aucitya as rasa- 
Jivita-bhüta—being, as it were, the very soul of rasa. This view, 
that rasa must be developed with reference to proper anubhavas 
and vibhavas and sthdyins, is not a new discovery at all on the 
‘part of Ksemendra. It has found eloquent expression in the 
works of Anandavardhana, Mahimabhatta, etc., who regarded 
‘impropriety as a blemish that materially hampers the realization 


-of the aesthetic pleasure orrasa.' The originality of Ksemendra 


I Compare: अनौचित्यांदृते नान्यद्रसभंगस्य कारणम्‌ | 
प्रसिद्धोचित्यवन्धस्तु रसस्योपनिषत्‌ परा ॥ 

— We should also note here that a sentiment when developed 
by improper विभाव$, अनुभाव5, etc ceases to be sentiment proper 
and is styled रसामास and not रस. Cf. ' तदाभासा अनौचित्य- 
vafda:——Kavya-Prakasa, iv. The most popular instance of 
रसाभास is the following verse from Kumara, iii. e.g. “मधु द्विरेफ 
कुसुमैकपात्रे पपौ प्रियां स्वामनुवत्तेमान:” etc. where the permanent 
feeling has been improperly developed, resting as it does in a 
:non-sentient bee 
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lies in the fact that he pushes this doctrine of aucitya too far, and 
holds it as underlying every sort of literary embellishment that 
heightens the beauty of a Poetic art, whether it be guna, aları- 
kāra or rasa. Thus he is led to the logical conclusion that 


aucitya alone is the sine qua non of a poetic art. He defines 
aucitya as— 


“उचित प्राहुराचार्या: सदृशं किल यस्य यत्‌ । 
उचितस्य च यो भावस्तदौचित्यं प्रचक्षते 112 


Just as ornaments, when placed in improper places, cease to 
adorn the limbs, so also the gunas and alamkaras improperly 
introduced only make a poem ludicrous, instead of adding to its 
grace.” Thus Ksemendra holds aucitya to be the sole under- 
lying principle of literary embellishments, and poets should 
introduce them constantly keeping in view the fact that the 
element of aucitya is not violated in doing so. 

This brief review of the views of some of the principal anti- 
dhyani theorists, will be enough to reveal what an enormous 
impression was made by Anandavardhana and his famous 
scholiast Abhinavagupta in the field of literary critcism. The 
current of literary criticism was in an ebb, till Anandayardhana 
with his novel doctrine appeared in the field, and rejuvenated 


I Awucilyavicara, karika. 7. 
2 Compare: उचितस्थानविन्यासादलंकृतिरलंकृतिः | 
औचित्यादच्युता नित्यं गणा एव गुणाः सदा ॥ 
Note also the anonymous verse quoted in the vriti to illustrate 
the point— | 
कण्ठे मेखल्या नितम्बफलके तारेण हारेण वा 
पाणौ नूपुरबन्धनेन चरणे केयूरपाशेन वा | 
शौर्योण प्रणते रिपौ करुणया नायान्ति के हास्यताम्‌ 
औचित्येन विना रुचिं प्रतनुते नालंकृति्ना गुणाः ॥ | 
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once more the dying stream. It must be noted, that however 
the rival theorists might have denounced the position of the 
Dhvani-theorists, they could not but admit the presence of a sense 
quite distinct from the vdcya sense which is conveyed by the 
denotative power of words. This is an axiomatic truth which 
they could not but concur with. And the credit of the, dhvani 
theorists lies in this, that they were the first and foremost to reveal 
this truth. The only point on which the rival theorists ventured 
to disagree was concerning the process or vyápára which was 
auxiliary in conveying the pratiyamana sense.2 The dhvani- 
theorists reckoned quite a distinct function of words, vix. vyait- 
jand or Suggestion, while some disapproved it and thought In- 
ference or anumdna as the process which conveyed the pratiya- 
mana sense, and others again, laksaná or Indication as the func- 
tion which was sufficient to include in its scope the vyarigya as 
well as the Jaksya sense. Though Anandavardhana has very 
aptly established the existence of the fourth power of words, 
viz. vyafijand, still he is not very particular about it. His foremost 
aim was to establish the existence of the pratiyamána sense which 
was altogether different from the vdcya sense, and he thought 
his task fulfilled, successful as he was in doing so. -About the 
function which was required to convey that sense, opinions might 
difer—he himself has acknowledged this, and on his part he 
thought vyaijand or Suggestion as the most logical and convenient 


7 तदेवं लक्षणदोषदुष्टपदव्युदासेत परिशुद्धो ध्वनिलक्षणवाक्यस्यायमर्थोऽ- 
वतिष्ठते ॥ वाच्यस्तदनुमितो वा यतरार्थोर््ान्तरं प्रकाशयति । सम्वन्धतः 
कुतर्चित्‌ सा कावयानुमितिरित्युकता ॥ इति 1 एतच्चानुमानस्यैव लक्षणं 
नान्यस्य | यदुक्तं “त्रिरूपलि ङ्काख्यानं परार्थानुमान "मिति । केवलं संज्ञाभेदः t 
काव्यरस्यात्मनि संज्ञिनि रत्यादिरूपे न कस्याचिद्‌ विमतिः। संज्ञायां सा 
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way of revealing that sense.! This is, summarily, the position 
of the Dhvani-theorists vis-a-vis their opponents,” 


Ms ot pe MME 
7 Compare; वाचकत्व-गुणवृत्ति-व्यतिरिक्तो व्यञ्जकत्वलक्षणः शब्द- 
वय्रापारोऽस्ति--इत्यस्माभिरभ्युपगतम्‌। तस्य चैवमपि न काचित्‌ क्षतिः। 
तद्धि व्यञ्जकत्वं लिङ्गत्वमस्तु अन्यद्वा । प्रसिद्धशाब्दप्रकारविलक्षणत्वं शब्द- 
वप्नापारविषयत्वरं च तस्यास्ति--इति नास्त्येवावयोविंवादः |\—Dhyanydloka, 
Chap. iii. 
2. Fora brief study of the view-points of Pratiharenduraja, 
Bhattanayaka, Dhanafijaya and Dhanika in relation to the 


Dhvani-theory see Dr. A. Sankaran’s Some Aspects of Literary 
Criticism in Sanskrit, Chapter VII (Immediate Opposition. to the 


Theory of Dhvant), 
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DHVANYALOKA 
ANANDAVARDHANA 


Uddyota I 
TEXT 
P N N `, 
$91 स्वेच्छाकेसरिणः स्वच्छखच्छायायासितेन्दवः । 
त्रायन्तां वो मधुरिपोः प्रपन्नात्तिच्छिदो नखाः ।। 
EXPOSITION 
$ 1. [This is the benedictory verse of the vrtti work. 
This vytti and the karikgs (though in the present case 
composed by the same author) constitute two separate and 
independent treatises, and we must always be particular in 
discriminating between these two works. So also, the vrttikgra 
and the karikakara must always he looked upon as two 
different personages—functionally, though in some cases, and 
not infrequently too, they might be numerically identical. 
If we bear this important fact in mind it would be easy for 
us to grasp the cogency and import of some of the remarks 
of Abhinavagupta, the author of the °Locana commentary, 


which have caused much confusion regarding the identity of 
the authors of the vrtti and karika texts. | 7 


1 For the authorship of the Dhvantkarikas vide the follow- 
ing important papers : (i) Professor Sivaprasad Bhattacharya's 
Dhvamyüloka and Text of Dhvanikarikas (Proceedings of the 
Sixth Oriental Conference, Patna) , (ii) The authorship of the 
Dhvanikarikas by Mr. A. Sankaran, B.A. (Hons), in the Pro- 
ceedings of the Third Oriental Conference, Madras, 1924, and 
(iii) A Dissertation on the Identity of the Author of the 
Dhwanyaloka (Dr. B. C. Law Volume, Part I) and Supplementary 
Note to the same (Indian Culture, Vol. XII, No. 2. by Dr. 
Satkari Mookerjee M.A., Ph.D.) 
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According to Abhinavagupta, as also in the opinion of 
Bhattenduraja (Pratiharenduraja) whose disciple he was, this 
verse illustrates all the three varieties of the suggested sense 
—viz. वस्तु, अलंकार and रस, the existence of which is 
sought to be established in this work. The commentary is 


worth quoting on this point: (१) नित्योद्योगिनश्च भगवतोऽस- 
म्मोहाध्यवसाययोगित्वेच उत्साहप्रतीतेर्वी ररसो ध्वन्यते । (२) किंच 
ते नखाः स्वच्छन स्वच्छतागुणेन नेमल्येन । स्वच्छमृदुप्रभृतयो हि 
मुख्यतया भाववृत्तय एव। स्वच्छायया च वक्रहद्यरूपया55इ त्या55- 
यासितः खेदित gga: अत्रार्थशक्तिमूलेन ध्वनिना वाळचन्द्रत्वं 
ध्वन्यते। (३) किंच तदीयां स्वच्छतां कुटिलिमानं चावलोक्य 
बालचन्द्रः स्वात्मनि खेदमनुभवति। “तुल्येऽपि स्वच्छकुटिलाकार- 
योगेऽमी प्रपन्नात्तिनिवारणकुशलाः न त्वहम्‌” इति व्यतिरेकालंकारो- 
ऽपि ध्वनितः। किंच “अहं gate एव असाधारणवंशद्यह्द्याकार- 
योगात्‌ समस्तजनाभिलषणीयताभाजनमभवम्‌, अद्य पुनरेवंविधा 
नखा दश बालचन्द्राकाराः सम्तापार्तिच्छदकुशलाश्चेति तानेव लोको 
बालेन्दुबहुमानेन पश्यति, नलु मा”मित्याकलयन्‌ बाछेन्दुरविरतमाया- 
संमनुभवति इवेतयृत्प्रक्षाऽपह्न _ति-ध्वनिरपि। एवं वस्त्वळंकाररसभदेन 
त्रिधा ध्वतिरत्र इलो केऽस्मद्गृरुभिव्याख्यातः 1 
TEXT 
$२॥ काठयस्यात्मा ध्वनिरिति gud: समास्तातपूर्व- 
स्तस्याभावं जगदुरपरे भाक्तमाहुस्तमन्ये | 
eC) N ^e 
केचिद्‌ वाचां स्थितमविषये तस्वमूचुस्तदीय 
AOON 
तेन डम: सहृदयमनःप्रीतये तत्स्वरूपम्‌ ॥१॥ 
qd: काव्यतत्त्वविद्धिः काव्यस्यात्मा ध्वनिरिति sa 
परम्परया यः स माञ्नातपूवः। सम्यक्‌ आ समन्तातू ज्ञात प्रकटितः। 
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तस्य सहदयजनमनश्रकाशमानस्पाप्यभावमन्ये जगहुः-। तदभादवा- 
feat चामी विकल्पाः सम्भवन्ति ॥ 


EXPOSITION 

$2. From this karika it can be easily gathered that 
Anandavardhana only systematized and gave a definite shape 
to the Dhvani-theory which was known to his predecessors, 
and from whom he too had ‘his lessons on the nature of the 
true essence of poetry. Abhinavagupta also notices it: 
परम्परयेति | अविच्छिन्नेत प्रवाहेन ` तं रेतदुक्तं विनाऽपि विशिष्ट- 
पुस्तकेषु विनिवेशनात्‌ इत्यभिप्रायः | Thus it is ‘plain that there 
was no definite treatise on Dhvani before Anandavardhana’s 
date. Compare also the concluding verse of the, vriti-text : 


सत्काव्यतत्त्वनयवर्त्म चिरप्रसुप्त- 
कल्पं मनःसु परिपक्वधियां यदासीत्‌ ¦ 
तद्व्याकरोत्‌ सहूदयोदयला भहेतो- 
रानन्दवर्धत इति प्रथिताभिधानः॥-उद्द्योत ४:। 
The kürik& has been cited by Mahimabhatta in his eqfaq- 
विवेक to illustrate the defect ( काव्यदोष ) known 85 प्रक्रमभेद 
(inversion of the order of words). Compare : “काव्यस्यात्मा 
..” इत्यत्र ध्वनिरितीतिशव्दस्य तावत्‌ प्रक्रमभेद: । सा हि काव्यात्म- 
पदानन्तरं प्रयोक्तव्यः “काव्यस्यात्मेति” इति। अन्यथा ध्यनिनेवास्य 
संबन्धे विज्ञायमाने तस्य सर्वनामपरामर्शाभावे अभावो भाक्तत्वं 
वागविषयत्वं च न प्रतीयेत। तस्य अभिधानात्मन इतिना व्यवच्छ- 
दात्‌, अन्यस्य च ध्वने रनुपादानात्‌। स हि अभावादिधर्माधिकरणभावेन 
सर्वनामपरामशंयोग्योऽवश्यमुपादेयः । न चोपात्तः। यश्चोपात्तः स 
तदभिघानानुका रस्वरूपमात्रप्रधानो नार्थाभिमुख इति काव्यात्मन 
एवार्थस्य तदधिकरणभावो विज्ञायते, न ध्वनेः। स हि तत्र संज्ञा- 
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magi यत्‌- स॒ एवाह--“काव्यस्थात्मा ध्वनिसंज्ञित” इति ।- 
--व्यक्तिविवेक । विमर्शं २ qo ३९३ (Haridas Sanskrit Series 
Edn. Benares). Most probably, Mahimabhatta took his hints 
from the comments of Abhinavagupta who notes the प्रकमभेद. 
Ct: एवं तु युक्ततरम्‌। इतिशब्दो भिन्नक्रमो वाक्याथ परामर्शकः । 
ध्वनिलक्षणो$्थ: काव्यस्यात्मेति यः समाम्नात इति । शब्दपदार्थकत्वे 
हि ध्वनिसंज्ञितोऽर्थं इति का सङ्गतिः ? एवं हि ध्वनिशब्दः काव्यस्या- 
्मेत्युक्तं भवेत्‌, गवित््रयमाहेति यथा । न च वित्रतिपत्तिस्थातमस- 
देव । प्रत्युत सत्येव धर्मिणि धर्ममात्रकृता विप्रतिपत्ति रित्यलमंप्रस्तुतेन 
भूयसा सहृदयजनोद्वेजनेन 7०८००, p. 11 


The frequent use of the term सहृदय in the texts of the 
kariki and vrtti had led Prof. Sovani to posit the theory that 
Sahrdaya was the author of the kiriki-text. (Vide his paper 
in the Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, 1915). But, in 
fact, सहृदय refers to the ‘connoisseurs’ of poetry. 


Jayaratha in his विमशि ना (Comm. on Rüyyaka's ASPTT- 
सवे स्व) notes that there were twelve rival theories opposed to 
Dhvani theory, though ध्वनिकार notes in the first karik@ only 
three different views of his opponents, foi these are the most 


important of all. His observations are as follows: तदेवं यद्यपि 
“तात्पयेशक्तिरभिधा लक्षणाऽनुमिती द्विघा। अर्थापत्तिः क्वचित्‌ 
तन्त्रं समास्ोत्रत्याद्यलंक्ृतिः॥ रसस्य कार्यता भोगो व्यापारान्तर- 
बाधनम्‌ । द्वादशेत्थं ध्वनेरस्य स्थिता विप्रतिपत्तयः ॥” -इति नीत्या 
aan विप्रतिपत्तिप्रकाराः संभवन्ति, तथापि “काव्यस्यात्मा ध्वनि- 
रिति? इत्युक्तनीत्येव ध्वनेविंप्रतिपत्तिप्रकारत्रयभिह प्राधान्येन 
उक्तम्‌ ।।-_VimarSim, p. 4 (NSP. Edn). Thus the three 
principal contentions of the rival theorists can be stated as 


follows: (1) नास्त्येव ध्वनिरिति ; (2) भक्तिरेव ध्वनिरिति, 
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and (3) अतिर्वाच्यो ध्वनिरिति। As Abhinavagupta puts them: 
(D तत्र समयापेक्षणेन शब्दो$्थंप्रतिपादक इति कृत्वा वाच्यव्यति- 
रिक्तं नास्त्येव व्यङ्गप्रम्‌ ; (2) सदपि वा तदभिधावृत्त्याक्षिप्तं शब्दा- 
वगतार्थवलाङ्ृष्टत्वाद्‌ भाक्तम्‌ ; (3) तदनाक्षिप्तमपि वा न aag 
qa कुमारीष्विव भर्त्ृंसुखमतद्वित्‌सु इति त्रय एवैते प्रधात- 
विप्रत्तिप्रक[राः l—°Locana, p. 14. ' In the following text the 
author would refute these contentions one by one and would 


finally establish the separate existence of the suggested sense 
and a fourth function of words, viz. suggestion (व्यञ्जन), 


which conveys that sense. 


TEXT 
$31 तत्र केचिदाचक्षीरन्‌-शब्दा्थंशरीरं तावत्‌ काव्यम्‌। 
तत्र च शब्दगताअारुलहेतवोऽनुपासादयः प्रसिद्धा एव । अर्थगता- 
श्वोपमादयः। वर्णसंघटनाधमांश्च ये माधुयाद्यस्तेऽपि प्रतीयन्ते | 
azafafemzsut ट्रतयोऽपि याः केश्चिदुपनागरिकाद्याः 
प्रकाशिताः, ता अपि गताः श्रवणगोचरम्‌ । रीतयश्च वैदर्भी- 
प्रभृतयः। तद्वति रिक्तः कोऽयं ध्वनिनामेति ॥ 


EXPOSITION 


§ 3. Those who are अभाववादिन्‌'ऽ can again take up three 
different positions, and as such the first objection noted 
above can have. three sub-varieties (अवान्तरभेदाः ). These 
are, in the words of Abhinavagupta : “तत्र अभावविकल्पस्य त्रयः 
प्रकाराः। (१) शब्दार्थगुणाळंक्राराणामेव शब्दार्थशोभाकारित्वात्‌ 
लोकझास्त्रातिरिक्त-सुन्दरशब्दार्थमयस्य काव्यस्य न शोभाहेतुः करिचद्‌ 
अन्योऽस्ति योऽस्माभिर्न गणितः-इत्येकः प्रकारः। (२) योवान 
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गणितः स शोभाकार्येव न भवतीति द्वितीय: 1 (३) अथ.शोभाकारी 
भवति तहिं अस्मदुक्त, एव गुणे वाऽलंकारे वाऽन्तर्भवति, नामान्तर- 
करणे तु कियदिदं पाण्डित्यम्‌ p अथाप्युक्तेषु - गुणेषु अलंकारेषु वा 
नान्तर्भावः, तथापि किचिद्विशेषलेशमाश्चित्य नामान्तकरणम्‌, उपमा- 
विच्छित्तिप्रकाराणामसंख्यत्वात्‌। तथापि. गुणालंकारव्यतिरिक्‍्त- 
त्वाभाव एव। तावन्मात्रेण च किं कृतम्‌ ? अन्यस्यापि वेचित्रग्रस्य 
झक्योतपरक्षत्वात्‌। चिरन्तनेहिं भरतमुनिप्रभृतिभिर्यंमकोपमे एव 
राब्दार्थाळंकारत्वेनेष्टे, तत्प्रपञ्चदिक्‌प्रद्शनं. तु. अन्येरळंकारकारः 
कृतम्‌ । तद्यथा VAMP इत्यत्र कुम्भक्राराद्युदाहरणं श्रृत्वा स्वय 
नगरकारादिशव्दा उत्परक्ष्यन्ते। तावता क आत्मनि बहुमानः ? एवं 
प्रकृतेऽपीति तृतीयः प्रकारः 1?’—°Locana. The first of these 
sub-contentions is discussed in this passage. “शब्दार्थशरीरं 
-. --काव्यम्‌?--शब्द and अर्थ constitute the | body of poetry, 
Vide Dandin’s Kavyadaráa, 1. 10: शरीरं तावदिष्टाथेव्यवच्छिन्ना 
पदावली”. Also, Bhàmaha— "spears! सहितौ काव्यम्‌? Kàvya- 
lamkara, 1. 16. The position of these Negativists ( अभाव- 
वादिन्‌ ) might be expressed thus: All are agreed on the 
point that शव्द and अथे make up the body of poetry. And 
we have already recognized the elements that enhance the 
beauty of the poetic creation by embellishing शब्द and अथ. 
For example, figures of speech like अनुप्रास and उपमा adorn 
शव्द and अर्थ respectively. We have recognized, too, qus like 
माधुयं, etc., that belong to the particular arrangement of 
sounds ( वणंसंघटना ). We have also heard'of such vrttis as 
उपनागरिका, etc, viz. परुषा or नागरिका, उपनागरिको or 
ललिता and कोमला or ग्राम्य-कwhich, in fact, are not 


CEPTS SIEGNC HAL ००६7० Diyërekybyæketisgri Siftltánia Quenn Kosha 


UDDYOTAI ` 7 


and as such 'can be reasonably subsumed under the latter :1 
Ritis like वदर्भी, गोडी and पाञ्चाली, that are not indepen- 
dent of गुण like area, etc., have also come to our 
notice. What then is this novel element called ध्वनि , Which you 


1 Bhàmaha recognizes two different varieties of अनुप्रास, 
ग्राम्यानुप्रास and उपनागरिकानुप्रास (though not mentioned by 
name). Vide Kavyalamküra, II, 5-6. Udbhata recognizes 
three different वृत्ति'ऽ—ग्राम्या, उपनागरिका and परुषा. His defini- 
tions and illustrations of these three वृत्ति5 are as follows :— 

(१) शाषाभ्यां रेफसंयोगैष्टवर्गण च योजिता | 
परुषा नाम वृत्तिः AMSA द्यायच संयुता ॥ 
तत्र तोयाशयाशेषव्याकोशितकुशेशया | 
चकारे शालिकिशारुकपिशाशामुखा शरत्‌ ॥ 
(3) सखूपसंयोगयुतां qfei वगन्त्यियोगिभिः । 
स्पशतां च मन्यन्ते उपनागरिकां बुधा: ।। 
सान्द्रारविन्दवृन्दोत्यमकरन्दाम्बुविन्दुभिः ॥ 
स्यन्दिभिः सुन्दरस्यन्दं नन्दितेन्दिन्दिरा क्वचित्‌ ॥ 
(3) aatia कथितां कोमलास्यया । 
ग्राम्यां वृत्ति प्रशंसन्ति काव्ये ष्वादृतबुद्धयः ॥ 
केलिलोलालिमालावां कले: कोलाहल: क्वचित्‌ | 
कुर्वंती काननारूढ श्रीनूपुररवभ्रमम्‌ ॥ 
सरूपव्यञ्जनन्यासं तिसृष्वेतासु वृत्तिषु | 
पृथक्‌ पृथगनुप्रासमुशन्ति कवयः सदा ॥-- 
Udbhata's काव्यालंकारसारसंग्रह्‌, Pp. 5-6. (Bombay Sanskrit 
Series Edn.) For an etymological meaning of the term वृत्ति, 
compare “Locana : “तथाहि अतुप्रासानामेव दीप्त-मसुण-मध्यमवरणे नीयोप- 
योगितया परुषत्व-ललितत्व-मध्यमत्वस्वरूपविवेचनाय वर्गत्रयसम्पादनार्थ 
तिस्रोऽनुप्रासजातयो वृत्तय इत्युक्ताः | वत्त॑न्ते अनुघ्रासभेदा आसु eft...” 
१ जक Abhinavagupta reminds us that Bhamaha does not 
mention the term वृत्ति ‘in his treatise but recognizes only 
ग्राम्यानुप्रास and उपनागरिकानुप्रास, while, though it has been ` 
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are striving to raise to the highest position and endeavouring 
to show as being quite different from the existing elements 
of poetry like Ws and अळङ्कार'ऽ ?1. Thus according . to. 


these dissenters, गण’s and अलळङ्कार's alone can make a 


first uced bv Udbhata still he identifies the three afa’s with 
three different varieties of अनुप्रास. This shows that वृत्ति'ऽ are 
not essetially different from अनुप्रास. Vide : अनतिरिक्तत्वादेवः 
वृत्तिव्यहारो भामहादिभिर्न कृतः। उद्भटादिभिः प्रयुक्तेऽपि तस्मिान्नार्थः 
कर्चिदविको हृदयपथमवतीणं इप्यभिप्रायेणाह--गताः श्रवणगोचरम्‌ इति ।-- 
Locana. p. 19. Rudrata, however, recognizes five different 
afa's—viz. मधुरा, wir, परुषा, ललिता and भद्रा, as against 
the above three mentioned by Udbhata. Namisidhu, the 
commentator, quotes a Prakrit author called Hari, who 
enumerates eight different वृत्ति$ : तथाहि अष्टौ हरिणोक्ता: । यथा 
-= “महुरं ved कोमलमोजस्सि fag च ललियं च। गंभीरं सामण्णं च 
अद्धभणिति उत्रायच्चा W—-Rudrata's Kavyalamkira, p. 17 
(NSP Edn ) 

1 We are to note that ancient authors like Dandin and 
Vamana, etc., recognized two separate elements called गुण'ऽ and 
अलंकार'5. It is in Vamana that we meet with an attempt to 
draw a clear-cut line of division between the two. As he 
states : काव्यशोभाया: कर्त्तारो धर्मा गुणा: | तदतिशयहेतवस्तु अलंकारा: | 

But Daüdin, who is older, seems to confound them, as 
Bhoja, the author of the सरस्वतीकण्ठाभरण, notes. As he 
remarks : “नानालंकारसंसृष्टे: प्रकाराइच — रसोक्तय:” इत्युक्तम्‌ । तत्र 
“अलंकारसंसृष्टेः” इतीयत्येव वक्तव्ये नानालंकारग्रहणं गुण रसानामुपसं ग्रहार्थम्‌ । 
तेषामपि हि काव्यशोभाकरत्वेन अछङ्कारत्वात्‌ । यदाह--“काव्यशोभाकरान्‌ 
धर्मानळंकारान्‌ प्रचक्षते । ते चाद्यापि विकल्प्यन्ते कस्तान्‌ काते स्न्येन वक्ष्यति di 
कार्चिन्मार्गेविभागार्थमुक्ताः प्रागप्यंक्रियाः | साधारणमळंकारजातमन्यत्‌ 
प्रदर्श्यते ॥'-- ( काव्यादर्श) । तत्र 'काव्यशोभाकरान्‌' इत्यने न इलेषोपमादि- 


a T ण-रस- “Tare acy युग ETT ; 
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poetic art beautiful and attractive, and as ध्वनि can be includ- 
ed under neither of these two elements, it is prima facie 


लंक्रियोपदेशेन इलेषादीनां गुणत्वमिवालंकारत्वमपि ज्ञापयति ॥7--0%. cit. 
PP. 703-704 (NSP. Edn.). Vide also Tarunvacaspati’s com- 
ments on Kavyadar$a, II. 3. But Bhoja's interpretation of 
the Kavyadar$a text itself seems to be based on misconcep- 
tion, and it ‘can be explained in a way so that the distinc- 
tion between qo's and अलंकार'$, which is so fundamental 
according to Dandin’s view, remains, as originally intended. 
As Vidyabhisena Pandit Rangacaryya Raddi Shastri observes 
in his own comm. : एवं सामान्यतः अलंकारनिरूपणे प्रतिज्ञाते प्रसङ्गतः 
qd' निर्णीतानामलंकाराणां पुनरि रूपणं पिष्टपेषणवद्‌ विफलं स्यादिति तान्‌ 
परिहृत्ये व femi farà इति कथयति--काश्चिदिति । काढिचत्‌ श्रृत्यनुप्रास- 
यमकादयः । अलंक्रियाः शब्दालंकारा:। मार्गविभागाथंम्‌ गोडवैदर्भमार्गयोवॅ- 
सादृश्यद्योतनार्थम्‌ । प्रागपि प्रथमपरिच्छेंदे । उक्ताः। तत्र श्रुत्यनुप्रास: 
५२ इलोकेन वृत्त्यनुप्रासः ५५ इलोकेन यमकं च सामान्यतः ६१ इलोकेन 
निर्दिष्टम्‌ । तत्प्रयोजनं तु श्रुत्यनुश्रासो वंदर्भंरङ्गीकृतः न गौडैरित्यादिना 
मार्गभे दकथनम्‌ ।. अतः तेऽलंकाराः न पुनर्नि रूप्यन्ते इति भावः । अन्यत्‌ 
पूर्वोक्तात्‌ अन्यत्‌ | साधारणमुभयमार्गसमानम्‌ । गौडवैदर्भानुमत मित्यर्थः ॥ 
अलकारजातम्‌ स्वभावख्यानमुपमा इत्यादिना अग्रे निरूप्यसाणोऽळंकारसमूहः | 
प्रददर्यते विविच्यते। यमकस्य पूर्वं सामान्यतः लक्षणमुक्तम्‌ । तद्विशेष- 
प्रकारनिरूपणं तु--तत्‌ ठु नैकान्तमधुरमतः पर्चाद्‌ विधास्यते। (१.६१) 
इति पूरवंप्रतिज्ञातुरोधेनैव तृतीयपरिच्छेदे सोदाहरणं प्रपञ्चितमस्तीति 
ज्ञेयम्‌ i—p. 114. ( Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute. 
है eel Oriental Series, Class A, No. 4). Vide also MM. 
Premcand Tarkvagis a’s comments on KD., II.3. As for 
Udbhata’s view, compare Rüyyaka's Alamkāra-sarvasva ` 
उद्भटादिभिस्तु गुणालंकाराणां प्रायशः साम्यमेव सूचितम्‌ ।--?. 7. We 
should note also the s:atement of Udbhata, which has been 
cited by Mammata in his Kavyaprakas‘a, Chap. VIII: एवंच 
समवायवृत्त्या शौर्यादयः संयोगवृत्त्या हारादय इत्यस्तु गुणालंकाराणां भेदः | 
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impossible to recognize the claim of ध्वनि to the rank of a 
decorative element in poetry, and to the highest position at 


that. 
TEXT 
$9 अन्ये ब्र यु:-नास्त्येव ध्वनिः । प्रसिद्धप्रस्थानव्यतिरेकिणः 
काव्यप्रकारस्य काव्यत्वहान:। सहृदयहृदयाल्लादिशब्दा्थमयत्वमेव 
काव्यलक्षणम्‌ | न चोक्तमरस्थानातिरेकिणो मागंस्य तत्‌ संभवति | 
न च तत्समयान्तःपातिनः सहृदयान्‌ कांश्चित्‌ परिकल्प्य तत्पसिद्धग 
qst काब्यव्यपदेशः प्रवत्तितोऽपि सकळविदरन्मनोग्राहितामवमम्वते॥ 


EXPOSITION 

$4. Others might argue; ‘There is no such element as 
ध्वनि or suggested sense. For, to be true poetry it must con- 
form to the prevalent standards of poctic composition. Other- 
Wise it would fail to charm the connoisseurs of poetic art. T 
And ancient critics like Bhàmaha, Dandin, Udbhata, Vamana, 
etc. recognize as true poetry only those compositions which 
have their शब्द and अथं beautified by the गुण'ऽ and अलळंकार'ऽ 
unanimously agreed upon. But, you, who are going to posit 
ध्वनि, deviate from these established standards and would not 
even blush to call a composition true kayya even though it 
might lack गुण and अलंकार'ऽ (as in गतो5स्तमक:.)! So it is 


ओजःप्रभृतीनामनुप्रासप्रभृतीनां च उभयेषां समवायवृत्त्या स्थिति :--इत्यभि- 
धानमसत्‌ I—According to Hemacandra this is a citation from 
Udbha'a's भामहविवरण. Vide: इति भामहविवरणे यद्भट्टोद्भटो5भ्यधात्‌ 
--काव्यानुशसनटीका, p. I7. 

1Cp, लक्षणे गुणाळंकारादिनिवेशोऽपि न युक्‍त: | “उदितं मण्डलं विधो:” 
इति काव्ये दूत्यभिसारिकाविरहिण्यादिसमुदीरितेऽभिसरणविधिनिषेधजीवना- 


आवादिपरे “'गतोऽस्तमकंः' इत्यादौ च अव्याप्त्यापत्ते:। न चेदमकाव्यमिति 
CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


UDDYOTA I 11 


mere obstinacy to assert ध्वनि to be the soul of poetry 
(-काव्यात्मा ), as it throws overboard the recognized norms of 
poetic criticism.” | 

उक्तप्रस्थानातिरेकिणो nieg—reference to the ध्वतिमारगं 
Abhinavagupta explains it as : तृत्तगीताक्षिनिकोचनादिप्रायस्येत्यथंः | 
If suggestion ( व्यञ्जना ) or the suggested meaning ( ST ) 
were something different from word and sense it would fall 
outside poetry, which consists of word and sense. The extra- 
verbal acts or their meaning are not poetry whatever else they 
might be, just as the dance, musical tune, ges:iculations and 
movements of the eyes, ogling, etc., though they commu- 
nicate a meaning, agreeable or otherwise, are not instances of : 
poetry. 

न च dequareaaifad:...... अवलम्बते-Now, the followers 
of the Dhvani school might confute the arguments of the 
Negativists by asserting that though ध्वनि might not be 
recognized bythe opponents, yet those who are affiliated to 
this school and who are true सहृदय'ऽ would regard ध्वनि as 
the best kind of poetry, and as such it matters very little 
whether the opponents agree to it or not, This, the opponents 
state, is not the sound way of reasoning. For ध्वनि is merely 
a chimera, and no definition, howsoever ingeniously devised it 
might be, can make an imagination a reality. As Abhinava- 
gupta so humorously puts it: “ad ये तादृशमपूर्व॑ काव्यरूपतया 
जानस्ति त एव सहृदया:। तदभिमतत्वं च नाम काव्यलक्षणम्‌ 
उक्तप्रस्थानातिरेकिण एव भविष्यतीत्याशङ्काह्‌--त चेति। यथा 


हि खड गलक्षणं करोमीत्युकत्वा 'आतान-वितानात्मा प्राब्रियमाणः 


, काव्यतया पराभिमतस्यापि तया वक्तुं शक्यत्वात्‌ । काव्य- 


शक्यं वदितुम्‌ | s 
चाविशिष्टमेव ti—Jagennütha-Pandita's TAT TAT. 


जीवित्ञं चमत्कारित्वं चा 
q. ७ (NSP. Edn.). 
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सकलदेहाच्छादकः सुकुमारस्चित्रतन्तुविरचितः सवर्तन-विवतनस हिष्णुः 
अच्छदकः सुच्छेद्य उत्कृष्ट: asa’ इति ब्रुवाणः, परे: ‘Ge: खल्वेवंविधो 
भवति न खड ग' इत्प्रयुक्ततया पर्यनुयुज्यमान एवं ब्रूयात्‌-'ईदृश 
एव we गो ममाभिमत' इति, तादुगेवेतत्‌ । प्रसिद्धं हि लक्ष्यं भवति 
T कल्पितम्‌ इति भावः l"—P?Locana, p. 23, 


TEXT 
Sql पुनरपरे तस्याभावमन्यथा कथयेयुः-न सस्भवत्येव 
ध्वनितांमापू्वः कर्चित्‌। कामनीयकपरनतिवर्तामानस्य 
तस्योक्तेव्वेव चारुलहेतुप्वन्तर्भावात्‌ । तेषामन्यतमस्यैव वा 
अपूर्वेसमाख्यामात्रकरणे यत्किश्चन कथनं स्यात्‌ । किंच 
वाग्बिकस्पानामानन्त्यात्‌ सम्भवत्यपि वा कस्मिंश्चित्‌ काव्य- 
लक्षणविधायिभिः प्रसिद्ध रप्रदर्शिते प्रकारलेशे ce निरिति 
यदेतद्लीकसहृदयत्रभावनाझुकुलितलो चमे त्यते, तत्र हेतु' न 
fr) सहस्रशों हि महात्मभिरन्यैरलङ्कारपकाराः प्रकाशिताः 
प्रकाश्यन्ते च । न च तेषामेषा दशा श्रूयते । तस्मात्‌ प्रवादमात्र' 
ध्वनि: | न तस्य क्षोदक्षमं wea’ किंचिदपि प्रकाशयित' TAT | 
तथा चान्येन कृत एवात्र छोकः-- र 
[14 : ®, 
यस्मिन्नस्ति न वस्तु किंचन मनःप्रह्लादि साल'कृति 
epe रचितं च नेव वचनेव क्रोक्तिशून्यं च aq 
काव्यं तइ ध्वनिना समन्वितमिति प्रोत्या प्रश'सज्ञडो 
नो विद्योऽभिदधाति कि' सुमेतिना पृष्ठ: स्वरूपं ध्वने. T 


EXPOSITION : 
$5. Now the Dhvani theorists might argue: ‘Let ध्वनि 
be included under गुण5 or ISPs. That is quite immate- 


rial and does not shake our position in the least. For, 
र 


though ध्वनि might be regarded as on 
CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Bigii ed 1, the, mum 019 1005 Kosha 


UDDYOTA 1 13 


of Speech, still none of our predecessors had termed it as 
such or raised it to the position of the soul of poetic art! 
And itisfor the first time that we do so, and as such we 
can reasonably claim the credit due for this innovation." To 
this the Negativis:s ( अभाववादिन्‌'ऽ ) might reply : ‘If you 
admit ध्वनि 10 be merely a variety of गुण or अलंकार, there 
is no justification for raising sucha hue and ery for merely 
giving a new appellation to some already existing अलंकार. 
You might calla घट a कलश, but that would not add any- 
thing to our knowledge. And if you succeed in discovering 
à new turn of expression or a new shade of meaning it would 
be only a new figure of speech. It is a fact that the list of 
figures is being continually swelled by the speculations of 
critics. But that does not warrant such a fanfare. The discovery 
of a new figure or the invention of a new structure of speech 
may be creditable indeed. But it exceeds all limits of decorum 
and modesty to claim that the discovery is of a major 
principle which escaped the ancient doctors.’ “तेषामन्यतमस्यव 
२००००० स्यात्‌”--“न तु प्रज्ञातिशयवतां प्राज्ञा वस्तुनि युध्यन्ति न तु 
सामयिके ध्वनो' इति नीत्या नाम्नि विवादों युक्‍त; U—Jayaratha's 
विमर्शिनी, p. 120. fis... faspti—Even if the ancient authors 
failed to notice any peculiarity which you may name ध्वनि, 
still itis not proper, on the part of the Dhvani theorists, 
to wax eloquent in self-approbation and to raise such a pother 
over their achievement. For as the modes of expression are 
infinitely varied,* it is humanly impossible to exhaust the list 


1 As Abhinavagupta puts it: ननु भवत्यसो चारुत्वहेतुः दब्दार्थ- 
गुणालंकरारान्तभूतरच | तथापि ध्वनिरित्यमुया भाषया ,जीवितमित्यसौ न 
केनचिदुक्त इत्यभिप्रायमाशङ्कूथ तुतीयमभाववादमुपन्यस्यति ।--४००. cit. 

2 Cf. “आसंसारमुदारँः कविभिः प्रतिदिनगृहीतसारोऽपि। अद्याप्य- 
भिन्तमुद्रो विभाति वाचां परिष्यन्द: ।'--Quoted by RajaSekhara in 
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of अलंकार and गुण and, as such, if a new figure of speech 
be discovered it does not behove one to be devoid of all sense 
of decorum and dance frantically on that account. As Dandin 
states: ` काव्यशोभाकरान्‌ धर्मानलंकारान्‌ प्रचक्षते। ते चाद्यापि 
विकल्प्यन्ते कस्तान्‌ काते स्न्येन वक्ष्यति ॥' Kavyidarsa, Il. 1. 
सहस्रशो (०० .प्रकाइयन्ते च— Bharata in his Natya$astra defined. 
only four अलकार'४--शंट- उपमा, दीपक, रूपक and यमक, while 
. writers on poetics like Dandin, Medhavin, Bhàmaha 
and others discovered a good many additional figures, so 


that the number of figures of speech reaches well over sixty 
in later works like the Sihityadarpapa.! . Compare also 


Bhamaha’s statement इति निगदितास्तास्ता वाचामलक्रृतयो 
मया | बहुविधक्गतीद्‌ द्वाउन्येषां स्वयं परितक्यं च u—Kavyalarikczra, 
V. 69. तस्मात्‌ प्रवादमात्रं......शक्यम्‌-90 ध्वनि is merely a 


figment, and cannot stand critical test. तथा... .इलोकः—The 
verse, as Abhinavagupta records, is by Manoratha, a poet 


his काव्यमीमांसा । Compare also रसगज्भाधर--'वागूभज्भीनां तुः 
पर्यालोचने एकस्मिन्नेव विषथेऽनन्तप्रकारः सम्पद्यते, किमत विषयभेदे । 
यथा-- इह भवङ्भिरागन्तव्यम्‌” इति विषये “अयं देशोऽलकर्त्यः” इति, 
“देशस्यास्य भाग्यान्युज्जीवनीयानी” ति, ''तमांसि तिरस्करणीयानी”ति, “अस्मन्नय- 
नयोः संतापो हरणीय” इति, “मनोरथः पूरणीय” इत्यादिः lI—p. 556. 

1 So late a writer as Vi$vanatha himself is credited with 
the discovery of a new figure of speech called निइचय which 
is defined as: “अन्यन्निविध्य प्रकृतस्थापनं निश्‍चय: पुनः” (x. 39). 
and he illustrates it by——" वदनमिदं न सरोजम्‌.. ..”', etc. Note 
also his arguments in favour of its recognition as an altoge- 
ther novel figure which he winds up with the remark : afa 
पैथगेवायमलंकारश्चिरन्तनोक्‍तालंकारेभ्य:--5८772/77/7/7777, p. 29 (Kane’s. 
Edn.). 
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and contemporary of Anandavardhana : “तथा चान्येनेति-- 
ग्रम्थकृत्समानकालभाविना मनो रथनाम्ना कविना i”! The verse 
records a sarcastic fling at the Dhvani theorists, for their 
departure from the traditional views on poetry. Vidyadhara, 
in his Ek3val;, faithfully reproduces Anandavardhana’s state- 


ments recording the views of the अभाववादिन्‌ 's though in some 
cases he adds a few fresh arguments of his own. We give 
below the relevant extracts from the Ekaval; : शब्दार्थवपुस्तावत्‌ 


काव्यं, वपुषि च केनाप्यात्मना भवितव्यम्‌ , आत्मा च ध्दनिरेव, तस्य 
चाभावं मन्यमाना लोकायतिका इव केचन नास्ति ध्वनिरित्याचक्षते | 
eag ध्वनिर्नास्तीति प्रतिज्ञाविरोधः । ध्वनिरित्यनेन विधिः, . 
नास्तीत्यनेन च निषेधः, तयोश्व परस्परविरुद्वयोरेकस्मिन्‌ धर्मिणि 
तिमिरातपयोरिव सहानवस्थानदुःस्थयोरेव निवारितत्वात्‌। न चात्र 
विरोधपरिहारप्रयोजकयोः देशक़ालयोरन्थतरस्याप्युपादानमस्ति येन 
विरोध: समाधीयेत । कि च प्रतीतः प्रतिषिध्यते ध्वनिरप्रतीतो वा । 
आद्येऽपि “कवच्चिन्नास्ति', “क्वचिदपि नास्ती” -ति वा। प्रथमे 


1 Compare MM. Kane's comments on this remark of 
Abhinavagupta : ‘An additional argument for asserting that 
the theory of ध्वनि in poetry had been pronounded before 
आनन्दवर्धन is this that आनन्द? quotes a verse which the लोचन 
ascribes to मनोरथ, 2 contemporary of आनन्द? in which the 
theory of ध्वनि is ridiculed—‘ काव्यं तद्धनिना....ध्वनेः।' Vide 
राजतर” (IV. 497) for मनोरथ and others and IV. 697--“मानी 
मनोरथो मन्त्री परं परिजहार तम्‌.” The सुभा? (51,53, 440) quotes 
verses of a मनोरथ. Li this मनोरथ is identical with the मनोरथ 
who flourished in the reign of जयापीड (which does not 
look likely) the ध्वनिकारिका 3 were composed between 800-815. 
Perhaps the लोचन is somewhat wrong in making आनन्द? a 
contemporary of मनोरथ.'--History of — Alamiküra Literature, 
LXIV. 
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सिद्धसाधनम्‌ । अस्माभिरपि ध्वनेः क्वाचित्कनिषेधप्रतियो गित्व- 
स्याभ्यपगतत्वात। न द्वितीयः। प्रतीतस्य सार्वत्रिकतिषेधप्रति- 
योगित्वे व्याघातात्‌ ॥ अथ लब्धसत्ताक एव ध्वनिस्तथापि यदि न 
करोति काव्यस्य कामनीयकम्‌ , तहिं किमनेन अजागलस्तनायमानन । 
उतस्वित करोति, a memaga एव। तथाविधस्य च 
नामान्तरकरणे नैपुणं कियन्नाम । अत्रानुमातमपि। ध्वनिर्गुणालंका रेभ्यो 
न व्यतिरिच्यते । चारुताहेतुत्वात्‌ । यदेभ्यो व्यतिरिच्यते न 
तच्चारुताहेतः। अत्रिमृष्टविधेयांशादिदोषवत्‌ | चारुता हेतुश्च 
ध्वनि:। ततो न व्यतिरिच्यते तेभ्यः--इति॥ ननु गुणालंकार- 
व्यतिरिक्ता अपि रीतयो वृत्तयश्च यथा चारुताहेतवस्तथेव ध्वनिरपि 
भवतीति चेदृच्यते तत्र विचारानुगृणम ! गृणातिक्रमेणोपजातमहिमानः 
कथमपि न भवन्ति रीतयः । वृत्तयस्तावत्‌ अळंकाराग्तभू ता एव 
पर्प-मधुर-मध्यमार्थेनिरूपणाय दीप्तःमसृण-मध्यमवर्णारब्धानां तासा- 
मनुप्रासजातिरूपतया$भ्यूपगमात्‌ । जातिस्तु जातिमतो चातिरिच्यते | 
तस्मादभिधाव्यापारवे चित्रग्रानन्त्यात्‌ चारुत्वविधायिनः संभवतोऽपि 
सामान्यलक्षणेनेव परिगृहीतत्वात्‌ चिरन्तनः पृथक त्वेनाप्रदरिंतस्य 
गुगळंकारयोरन्यतरस्य कस्यचित्‌ ध्वनिरिति पारिभाषिकं नामान्तरं 
विधाय यदेतन्निरतिशयतर्कतार्टाङ्कितशेमुषीकत्वमात्मनः ताण्डवयितु- 
qasd भवन्तस्तत्र को वेद कि निमित्तमिति u— Op. cit, pp. 
23-29. ( Bombay Sanskrit Series Edn.) 


TEXT 
$&1 भाक्तमाहुस्तमन्ये। अन्ये तं ध्वनिसंक्षितं काव्यात्मानं 
गुणट्टत्तिरित्याहुः | यद्यपि च ध्वनिशब्दसंकीत्तनन काव्यलक्षण- 
विधायिभिगणद्ृच्िरन्यो वा न कर्चित्‌ प्रकारः प्रकाशितः, तथापि 
AJETIT काव्येषु व्यवहारं दशीयता ध्वनिमागो मनाक्स्पृष्टोऽपि 
न लक्षित इति परिकल्प्यवशुक्तम्‌- भाक्तमाहुस्तमन्ये” इति ॥ 
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EXPOSITION . 

$ 6. भाक्तम--भक्ति--अणू. भक्ति is used here as ` 
synonym of लक्षणा and गोणी, which are two different वृत्ति’ 
according to the Mimirhsakas. It is explained by Abhinava- 
gupta. to refer to both: (१) भज्यते सेव्यते पदार्थेन प्रसिद्धतया 
उत्प्रेक्ष्यते इति भक्तिधंर्मोऽभिधेयेन सामीप्यादिः । तत आगतो भाक्तः ` 
लाक्षणिकोऽर्थः | यदाह्‌-“अभिधेयेत सामीप्यात्‌ सारूप्यात्‌ सम- 
चायतः। वंपरीत्यात्‌ क्रियायोगात्‌ लक्षणा पञ्चधा मता ॥? इति। 
(२) गुणसमुदायवृत्तः न्दस्यार्थंभागस्तँऽण्यादिर्भक्तिः । तत 
आगतो गौणोऽर्थो भाक्तः ॥ भक्ति: प्रतिपाद्ये सामीप्य-तं avant 
श्रद्धातिंशयः' तां प्रयोजनत्वेन उद्दिश्य आगतो भाक्तः इति 
गणो लाक्षणिकरच ।। मुख्यस्य चार्थस्य भङ्गो भक्तिः इत्येवं 
मख्याथबाधा निमित्तं प्रयोजनमिति त्रयसद्भाव उपचारवीज- 
Tem उक्तं भवति u—oOp. cit, pp. 29-30.! अभ्ये—refers to 


1 Itis to be noted that Kumarila in his Tantravarttika. 
on Sinet Bhisya ou JS. 1. 4 23, distinguishes between 
लक्षणा and गोणी E two separate functions. We quote here 
the passage, though somewhat long, for easy reference : 
“....अत्र तु सवंगोणवृत्तीनां लक्षणमुच्यते । ननु च सहचरण-स्थानादीनि 
अन्यान्यपि अक्षपादप्रभृतिभिः (Vide Gautama's Nyiya-Sutra) गौणनि- 
'मित्तानि उक्तानि। लोके च दुण्यते--यष्टीः प्रवेशय, मञ्चाः क्रोशत्ति, 
अद्वसहस्रे णामुको राजा जित इति । तान्यूपसंह्त्तं व्यानि | लिङ्गसमवायेनतवोप- 
संहृतानीति केचित्‌ | छत्ति समवेतेतरप्र त्ययवद्धि यष्टिसहचरितादिश्रत्ययो भवति। 
अथवा गोण्या वृत्तेरिह निमित्तमभिधीयते, न लक्षणायाः | किंचानयोभेंदोऽप्यस्ति । 
वाढमस्ति। कुतः ?--““अभि घे याविनाभूतेप्रतीतिळंश्षणे ष्यते । --लक्ष्यमाणगुणै- 
ding वृत्ते रिष्टा तु गौणता ॥” तत्र यर्थवाङ्गतिवचनः शब्दस्तत्सहचरितां 
व्यक्ति लक्षयति तथैव यष्टिमञ्चाइवादयः तत्‌-संबद्धपुरुषलक्षणार्था भवन्ति । 
“अग्निर्माणवक' इति तु नाग्नित्वाविनाभावेन माणवकः प्रतीयते । कि तहि-- 
-बहित्वलक्षितादर्थाद्‌ यत्‌ वैङ्गल्यादि गम्यते | तेन माणवके बुद्धिः सादृश्यादुप- 
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Udbhata, Vamana, etc. /Udbhata, in his gloss on Bhamaha’s 
काव्यालंकार--०alled भामह-विवरण, a work no longer extant— 
recognized लक्षणा as a separate function. Cf. भामहेनोक्तम्‌- 
५जाब्दारछन्दोऽभिधानार्थाः”  (काव्यालं 1. 9 इति। अभिधानस्य 
शब्दाद्‌ भेदं व्याख्यातु भट्टोद्भटो वभाषे-“शब्दानामभिधानम्‌ 
; अभिधाव्यापारो मुख्यो गुणवृत्तिश्च” इति । वामनोऽपि “सादृश्या- 
ल्लक्षणा वक्रोक्ति?रिति ।-——°Locana, p. 32. Thus, these authors 


जायते। सर्वत्र च तत्सिद्धिकरादौ इयमेव प्रस्तरप्रभृतौ यजमानादिशब्दानां वृत्ति- 
रिति त उदाहूताः ॥--0/. cit., Vol. I, p. 354. (Anandàás'rama Sans- 
krit Series Edn.). Comp. “तत्सिद्धि-जातिसारूप्य-प्रशंसा-लिज्ध-भूमभि: । 
षड्भिः सवत्र शब्दानां गौणी वृत्तिव्येवस्थिता ॥ —Cited in the Jai- 
miniya-Nyayamala-vistara of Madhavacirya, Mammata, in 
his Kawyapraküs'a, Chap. II, cites Kumirila’s definition of 
लक्षणा, But he seems to have an erroneous idea as to the 
interpretation of the harika, for he cites it in suppost of the view 
that लक्षणा and गीणी are but variants of the self-same func- 
tion, which, as will be seen from the extract from the 
Fantraviritika, is just the reverse of what Kumarila held, 
His commentators, too, failed to notice this incongruency and 
had obviously no idea of the context in which the kavika was 
originally read. For example, Candidisa observes: wad 
चान्यत्रेति । लक्षणातो भिन्ना गोणीति ये मन्यन्ते तन्मतं रिवततरमिति 
सुचनपरम्‌ I—p- 50 ( Saraswati Bhavana Texts. Ed. by Prof. 
Sivaprasad Bhattacharya, M.A. ). The reason why Kumiarila 
considered गौणी to be different from लक्षणा seems to have keen 
this, that while सामीप्य, विरोध, समवाय, etc., are all primary 
relations (साक्षात्संबन्ध ), सादृश्य or similarity, according to the 
Bhattas, is merely a derivative one ( परम्परासंवन्ध )—viz. 
ahaa सति तद्‌गतभूयोधर्मवत्त्वं सादृश्यमु--47त as such in गोर्वाहीकः, 
etc., the secondary sense is indirectly conveyed. For example, 
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had made a distinct ‘and appreciable advance upon the so- 
called Negativists who recognized only अभिधा as the sole 
function of words and वाच्यार्थ as the only possible sense, 


the term qt, first of all, conveys by अभिधा or denotation 
गोत्व, as according to Mimiajsakas all terms have a universal 
connotation (cf. “संकेतितब्चतुर्भेदो जात्यादिर्जातिरेव वा” ), which by 
Indication ( लक्षणा ) conveys the idea of जडत्व and मान्य, which 
on their part again convey, by a second लक्षणा, their subs- 
tratum orsmqrc—the वाहीक. Thus, in fact, गौणी is idential 
with लक्षितलक्षणा as in द्विरेफ. Compare: "लक्षितलक्षणा 
हि wir" —Nayanaprasadini on चित्‌सुखी, p. 152 ( NSP. Edn. ) 
Candidasa, with apparent good reason, endeavours to show 
that the distinction between लक्षणा aud गोणी is more technical 
and scholastic than real. We quote here the following extracts 
from his commentary on the Kzvyaprakas'a : ननु गौर्वाहीक 
इत्यादावपि वाहीकादेगॉतादात्म्यादिरेव अविवे कित्वाद्यतिशयप्र तीतिफलोपासनीया, 
गवादिभेदराहित्यमात्रप्रतीतो हि गोगतघर्मादिसद्‌ शधर्माधिकरणत्वमात्रप्रतीति- 
फलायां “गोसदृशो वाहीक” इत्यादिप्रयोगनिर्विशेषत्वम्‌ | न च तद्भेदप्रत्ययस्थ - 
गनादेव तद्धर्मातिशयप्रत्यय इति. न्याय्यम्‌। न चेवंविध-यूवितप्रसरनिषेधे 
प्रकृतेऽपि जागत्ति अज्ञाडिण्डिमारावः (?) । तस्मात्‌ अलीक एव एतावान्‌ 
उपचारकतवविवेचनाय प्रयास इति चेत्‌ । सत्यम्‌ एतत्‌ । किन्तु प्राचीन- 
प्रणयमनुरुत्थारेन ग्रन्थकृता इत्यमभिहितम्‌ | वस्तुतस्तु सम्वन्धस्वरूपभेद- 
माश्रित्य कथञ्चित्‌ तिर्वाह्मो गोणशुद्धविभाग इति। एतच्च संवन्धभेदमात्रात्‌ 
वृत्तिभेदाङ्गोकारोऽतिप्रसञ्जक इति मत्वा लक्षणायामेव गोणीमन्तर्भाव्य 
परिगणयता सूक्ष्मदृशाऽसूत्रितमेव मन्तव्यम्‌ | सवंर्थ॑वाभेदाध्यासश्च प्रयोजन- 
मिति च साध्यवसानगौणे वक्ष्यति । यद्वा सम्बन्धान्तरं लक्ष्यक्षकयोः साक्षात्‌ 
दत्तपदं भवति, सादृश्यं तु गोवाहीकादेधंमंसाजात्यरूपं न तथा इति गौणशुद्धव्य- 
पदेशः OP. cit. pp. 48-49. Also : जातिमात्रमभिधाविषय इति नये 
लक्ष्यमाणस्याक्षिप्यमाणस्वलक्षणस्य ये गुणाः, यद्वा लक्ष्यमाणा मुख्यार्थ- 
विशेषतया प्रतीयमाना ये गुणास्तद्योजनात्‌ सजातीयगुणवत्त्वलक्षणात्‌ 
सादृश्यात्‌ उज्जीविताया वृत्तेगौ णतेति । साक्षात्सम्बन्धराहित्यात्‌ गौणी न 
लक्ष्यत इत्य थेः। नन्वेतावता च वैषम्यं नात्यन्तवैजात्यावहम । तथाहि 
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since in accepting Indication (लक्षण) as an . additional 
function they had just touched the fringe of suggestion (ध्वनि). 
For लक्षणा, to be valid, must either be based on रूढि or 


मुख्याथेवाध-सम्वन्ध-रू ढि-प्रयोजनान्यतरानुरोधस्तावत्‌ उभयत्र समानः.। 
साक्षादसाक्षात्त्वेन सम्बन्धमात्रवैचित्रंत्न किंचिदवान्तरव॑ धम्येमाधत्ते इति लक्षणा- 
विशेष एव गौणी ॥--706, cit. The following extract from Appaya 
D ksita’s Vritivarttika would be found useful: तत्सादृश्येन प्रति- 
पादकत्वरूपा गौण्यपि लक्षणाप्रभेद एव, तत्सदृशेऽपि तन्निरूपित-सादृश्याधि- 
करगत्व-परम्परासंवन्धसत्त्वात्‌ । नहि साक्षात्संबन्धे विशिष्टबुद्धि योग्यसंवन्धे 
वा स्येव लक्षणेति नियमः। चक्षुरादेवंटनैल्यादिषु संयुक्तसमवायादिवद्‌ 
विशिष्टवुद्धथयोग्यस्य  परम्परासंबन्धस्यापि प्रत्यासत्तित्वोपपत्तः । व्यतिरेक- 
लक्षणास्यके तन्तिरूमित-विरोधाधिकरणत्वादिपरम्परासंबन्ध मात्रेण तादृशेन 
लक्षगाक्‍्लृप्तेश्व | एतेन--“सादुश्यं न संबन्धः” इति गौणी लक्षणातो भिन्ना 
विशिष्डधीयोग्यस्यैव संबन्धत्वात्‌ । संयोगे सति “दण्डी देवदत्त” इतिवत 
सादृश्यो “सिंहवान्‌ देवदत्त” इति विशिष्टवृद्धेरदर्शनात्‌--इति निरस्तम्‌ । 
विशिष्टतुद्धयनियामकररंपरासंबन्धमात्रस्य प्रत्यासत्तित्वोपपत्तेस्तावता लक्षणा- 
Faced दर्शितत्वात्‌ । तस्मात्‌ सादुश्यगर्भ-तदन्यसंबन्धनिमित्ततया गौणी 
शुद्धा चेति लक्षणाया एव द्वैविध्यम्‌ ॥--0. cil, p. 75 (NSP. 
Edn.). Madhus dana Sarasvati, however, in his वेदान्तकल्पलतिका, 
supports the Mimamsaka view differentiating गौणी from लक्षणा. 
We cite below his illuminating observations: शक्यव त्तिलक्ष्यमाण- | 
गुणसंबन्धो गौणी । यथा 'सिंहो माणवक' इत्यत्र सिंहपदस्य सिंहवृत्तिशोर्यादिगण- 
क्षणस्य तद्धति माणवके वृत्तिरिति । अत एव लक्षणा गौणीतो बलवती 
गौण्या वृ त्तिद्रयात्मकत्वात्‌ । तडुक्तम्‌--““अभिधेयाविनाभूते”ति | 
गौण्यास्तु वृत्तिद्वयात्मकत्वात्‌ न लक्षणायामन्तभावः। न च सादश्यसंवन्धेन 
सिंहपदस्य माणवके aisada साम्प्रतम सादृश्यस्य शाव्दवोधे 
भानाभावप्रसङ्गात , शक्यसंबन्धस्य स्वोपस्यापकत्वाभावात, , संबन्धिभानार्थ- 
मेव तस्य वृत्तिःवाभ्युपगमातः |d तस्मात्‌ लक्षणावैळक्षण्यात अलिरिक्तैव 
वुत्तिगो णीति AJAA | व्यञजनाख्याऽपरा वृ त्तिरित्याळंकारिकाः | 
ते तु गोणीं लक्षगामव्येऽन्तर्भाव्य मुख्या लक्षणा व्यञ्जना चेति त्रैविध्यमाचक्षते ।।- 
.——OP. cit., pp. 39-41. (Saraswati Bhavana Texts, Benares.) 
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have some प्रयोजन. And in a प्रयोजनमछा लक्षणा, the 
प्रयोजन must always be conveyed by MEAO Though 
Udbhata, Vimana and others had no idea of the existence 
Of suggestion in a case of लक्षणा, still by recognizing लक्षणा, 
based on प्रयोजन (which they thought to fall within the 
purview of the self-same function), they advanced a step 
further towards the recognition of व्यञ्जना as a separate 
function and व्यद्धप्राथं as different from वाच्याथ. यद्यपि...... 
प्रकाशितः might be argued that though Udbhata, Vamana, 
etc., recognized लक्षणा as an additional function, still it is 
erroneous to hold that they equated it with ध्वनि or व्यञ्जना, 
for no such term as ध्वनि or व्यञ्जना 15 to be met with in 
their works. So it is misrepresenting them to state— 
“काव्यात्मानं गुणवृत्तिरित्याहु:”. To this the ^ Dhvanikara 
answers, that all this is true. But as they recognized only two 
functions—viz. अभिधा and लक्षणा, and as अभिधा conveyed 
only the primary sense ( मुख्यार्थ ), it is an a priori conclusion 
that all other senses should be conveyed by लक्षणा, and as 
Smau too is different from the primary sense, it, too, 
must be subsumed under the @¥4sense. Thus according to 
these authors लक्ष्य and ELECTI senses stand on the same 
footing, and it is from this standpoint that Anandavardhana 
represents them as having equated भवित with ध्वनि. Compare 


Locana : गुणा: सामीप्यादयो धर्मास्तंक्ष्ण्यादणश्च । तेरुपायेवृत्तिर- 
qia? यस्थ, तंरुपायवृत्तिर्वा शब्दस्य यत्र स गुणवृत्ति: शब्दो्थो वा। 
गुणद्वारेग वा aud गुणवृत्तिरमुख्यो$मिधाव्यापार: । एतदुक्तं 


1 Compare: व्यङ्ग्येन रहिता रूढौ सहिता तु प्रयोजने i-—Kaoya- 
prakiga, IL. Also: यस्य प्रतीतिमाधाठु व्यञ्जना समुपास्यते। फले 
quias व्यञ्जनान्नापरा क्रिया ॥--70id- For a refutation of the 
view that प्रयोजन too is canveyed by लक्षणा, see infra. 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


22 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA 


भवति--ध्वनतीति at, ध्यन्यत इति वा, ध्वननमिति वा यदि ध्वनिः, 
तथाऽपि उपचरितशब्दारथव्यापारातिरिक्तो नासौ कञ्चित्‌ । मुख्यां 
fg अभिधेव इति पारिशेष्यात्‌ अमुख्य एव ध्वनिः, तृतीयराश्यभावात्‌ ॥ 
—P. 31.1 Thus according to upholders of the भक्तिवाद, 
व्यञ्जकशब्दच्च्लाक्षणिकशब्द ; व्यद्धत्राथ च्लक्ष्याथे ; and व्यङज- 
नाव्यापार->लक्षणाव्यापार- 


TEXT 
$७। केचित्‌ पुनल क्षण-करण-शालीन-बुद्धयो ध्वनेस्तत्वः | 


गिरामगोचर सहृदय-हृदय-संवेद्यमेब समाख्यातवन्तः। AAT- 
frag विमतिषु स्थितासु सहृदयमनःप्रीतये तत्स्वरूपं a: ॥ 


EXPOSITION 


$7. Anandvardhana here puts forth the vicw of the 
अनिर्वंचनीयवादिन्‌?ऽ. Shy as they are in formulating any 
accurate definition, they posit that the true essence of 
Suggestion is inexplicable and can be ill defincd by words, 
and it can only be relished by the connoisseurs of poetic art 
only through personal experience. शालीन-बुद्धय: = अप्रगल्भ- 
मतयः=“‘of bashful intellect" For the derivation of the form 
शालीन, note Pànini's Sutra: 'शालीन-कौपीने अधृष्टाकार्ययोः’ 
(V. 2. 20). Abhinavagupta sums up admirably the relative 


‘Vides लक्षणामार्गावगाहित्वं तु ध्वनेः सहृदयैर्नृतनतयोपवणितस्य | 
विद्यत इति दिशमुन्मीलयितुमिदमत्रोवतम्‌ । एतच्च fazfu: कुशाग्रीया बुद्धया | 
निरूपणीयम्‌ । न तु भगित्येवासूयितव्यमू इत्यलमतिप्रसंगेन ü-—Mukula- l 
bhatta’s अभिधावृत्तिमातृका, p. 21 (NSP. Edn.). Mukulabhatta | 
was the teacher of Pratihàrenduraja, the preceptor of Abhi- 


j 
navagupta himself. G A 
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position of these three opponents of Dhvani theory in the 
following extract :— 


“एते च त्रय उत्तरोत्तरं भव्यवृद्धयः। प्राच्या हि विपर्यंस्ता एव 
सर्वथा | मध्यमास्तु तद्रूपं जानाना अपि सन्देहेनापल्न ,वते । अन्त्यास्तु 
aag वाना अपि लक्षयितु न जानते-इति क्रमेण विपर्यास-सन्देहा- 
ज्ञान-प्रा धान्यमेतेषाम्‌?--`८०००॥०. pp. 33-34: 

तेनेवंविधासु विमतिषु स्थितासु. . . . बूम:--(/8 there are so 

many divergent views regarding the nature of Suggestion, 
we arc going to expound the theory for the delectation of the 
connoisseurs.’ विमतिः= वि रुद्धा ` मतिः्=विप्रतिपत्तिः=संशयः= 
doubt based upona conflict of views. Every logical discus- 
sion, according to the Naiyayika , must be preceded by an 
account of the different views of the various contending parties; 
which give rise to doubt (संशय ) as to the true nature of the 
thing to be discussed, and as such संशय, according to them, 
is the conditio sine qua non in all sorts of serious disquisition. 
Compare : 'यत्र संशय-स्तत्रवमुत्तरोत्त AG: —Nytya-Sutra, M. 
1. 7: यन्न यत्र संशयपूर्विका परीक्षा शास्त्र कथायां वा, तत्र aaa 
संशये परेण प्रतिषिद्धे समाधि-र्वाच्य इति ! अतः सर्वे-परीक्षा-व्यापि- 
त्वात्‌ प्रथमं संशयः परीक्षित इति \—Vitsyiyana-Bhisya thereon. 
Note also Abhinavagupta's “°Locana : 'तेनेति--एके कोऽप्ययं 
विप्रतिपत्तिरूपो वाक्यार्थो निरूपणे हेतुत्वं प्रतिपद्यतेः=7: 34. The 
view of the अनिर्वचनीयवादिन्‌'ऽ seems to to very beautifully 
expressed in the following verse attributed to Vijjaka : “कृवे- 
रभिप्रायमशब्दगोचरं स्फुरन्तमारद्रेषु पदेषु केवलम्‌ । aab 
स्फुट रोमविक्रिये जनस्य तूषणीम्भवतोऽयमङजलिः | 
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TEXT 
$ ८। तस्य हि ver स्वरूपं सकल-सत्‌कवि-काव्योपनिषदभूतम्‌ 
अतिरपणीयम्‌ अणीयसोभिरपि चिरन्तन-काव्य-लक्षण-विधायिनां 
बुद्विभिरनुन्मीछितएवम्‌ अथ च रामायण-महाभारत-प्रश्‍तिनि 
लक्ष्ये सव त्र प्रसिद्धव्यवहारं लक्षयतां सहृदयानामानन्दो मनसि 
लभतां प्रतिष्ठाम्‌ इति प्रकाश्यते ॥ 


EXPOSITION 

§ 8. तस्य fz ...लभतां प्रतिष्ठाम्‌-Construe the sentence 
as तस्य हि ध्वनेः स्वरूपं लक्षयतां सहृदयानां मनसि आनन्दः प्रतिष्ठां 
लभताम्‌, the expressions सकलसत्कविकाव्योपनिषद्भूतम्‌, 
अतिरमणीयम्‌, अणीयसीभिरपि. . . -अनुन्मीलितपूर्वम्‌, रामायण. . 
: -प्रसिद्धव्यवहारम्‌, being all qualifying adjuncts of ध्वनेः 
स्वरूपम्‌. “The essence of Dhyani is being expounded for 
tie pleasure of the connoisseurs who are ever intent upon 


seeing it defined.” सकेल. . . . भूतम्‌--116 secret of all true 
poetic creations. 


Abhinavagupta brings out the significance of the qualify- 
ing clauses, which, in his opinion, are directed towards the 
confutation of the five rival theories recorded above. 
Compare :— 


“तत्‌श्वरूपशब्दं व्याचक्षाणः संक्षपेण तावत्‌ पूर्वोदी रित विकल्प- 
पञ्चकोद्धरणं सूचयति--सकलेत्यादिना । सकलशब्देन च 'प्रकार- 
लेशे कस्मिंश्चित्‌’ इति निराकरोति। अतिरमणीयम्‌-इति भाक्ताद्‌ 
व्यतिरेकमाह । नहि “सिंहो ae गङ्गायां घोषः” इत्यत्र रम्यता 
काचित्‌ । उपनिषद्भूत-शब्देन तु अपूर्वसमास्यामात्रकरणे' इत्यादि 
fragt अणीयसीभिरित्यादिना गुणाळंका रानन्तभू' तत्वं 


चयति। 'अथ च?-इत्यादिना 'तत्समयान्तः पातिनः” इत्यादिना 
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यत्‌ सामयिकत्वं शतं तम्निरवकाशीकरोति । रामायण-महाभारत- 
शब्देत आदिकवेः प्रभृति wats सूरिभिरस्यादरः कृत इति दर्शयति। 
लक्षयंताम्‌-इत्यनेन 'वाचां स्थितमविषये' इति परास्य॑ति। लक्ष्यतेऽ- 
तेनेति लक्षो लक्षणम्‌ । लक्षेण निरूपयन्ति लक्षयन्ति । तेषां लक्षण- 
द्वारेण निरूपयताम्‌ इत्यर्थ: 1’ —"Locana, pp. 37-38. 


आनन्द:--There is a pun on this word. It means, on 
the one hand, the aesthetic delight consequent upon the 
perusal of the best kind of poetic creation. Though there 
are other ends that can be attained from a study of poetry, 
viz. the attainment of the four ends of human life ( धम, अर्थ, 
काम and मोक्ष ), still none can compare with the experience of 
the beatific delight. Compare : “चतुवंर्गफलास्वादमप्यति- 
क्रम्य तद्विदाम्‌। काव्यामृतरसेनान्तरचमत्‌कारो वितन्यते i” — 
Vakroktijivita. 15. From the point of view of the poet also 
it is the delight in his creation which amply repays his 
labours and surpasses in value the munificent gift of his royal 


patron. Cf :--“यश:प्रभृत्येव फलं नास्य केवलमिष्यते । निर्माण- 
काले श्रीकृष्ण-गुण-लावण्य-केलिषु ॥ चित्तस्याभिनिवेशेन सास्द्रानत्द- 
लयस्तु यः। स एवं परमो लाभ: स्वादकानां तथेव सः 1"—Kavi- 
karnapüra's अलंकारकोस्तुन Kirana I. 0. 7 (Varendra Research 
Society Edn.). As °Locana puts it : “आनन्द इति । रसचवणो- 
त्मनः प्राधान्यं दर्शयन्‌ रसध्वनेरेव सर्वत्र मुख्यभूतमात्मत्वमिति 
दर्शयति । तत्र कवेस्तावत्‌ कीर्त्यापि प्रीतिरेव संपाद्या। यदाह्‌- 
ata स्वर्गफलामाहुः-इत्यादि । श्रोतृणां च व्युत्पत्ति-प्रीती यद्यपि 
स्तः, यथोक्तम्‌ = वर्मार्थ-क्राम-मोक्षेषु व॑ चक्षण्यं कलासु च। करोति 
77 compare Sed भारशताति ar मदमूचां वृन्दानि वा दन्तिनां 
श्रीहर्षेण समर्षिताति कवये वाणाय कुत्राद्य तत्‌ ।' 
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कीत्तिं प्रीतिं च साधुकाव्यनिषेवणम्‌ ॥--इति ।. तथापि तत्र प्रीतिः 
रेव-प्रधोनम्‌ । अन्यथा. प्रभुसम्मितेभ्यो वेदादिभ्यो मित्रसम्मितेभ्य- | 
इचेतिहासादिम्यो व्युत्‌पत्तिहेतुभ्यः कोऽस्य काव्यरूपस्य व्युत्‌पत्तिहेतो- 
जायासम्मितत्वलक्षणो ' विशेष इति. प्रधान्येन आनन्द एवोक्तः । 
चतुवंगं-व्युतूपत्तरपि. चानन्द एव पार्यन्तिकं qed फलम्‌ ॥'-- 
Secondly, there is also a covert reference in the word आनन्द 
to the name of the author of the present treatise—viz. 
Anandavardhana. Vide the maxim: नामँकदेशग्रहणे नामग्रहणम्‌. 
As Abhinavagupta shrewdly observes : “आनन्द इति च ग्रन्थकृतो 
WT) तेन स आनन्दवर्धनाचायं एतच्छास्त्रद्वरेण सहृदयहृदयेष 
प्रतिष्ठां देवतायतनादिवदनश्वरीं स्थितिं गच्छतु इति भाव:। ` 
यथोक्तम्‌ 

'उपेयुषामपि दिवं सन्निवन्ध-विधायिनाम्‌ à 

आस्त एव निरातङ्क कान्तं काव्यमयं वपुः ॥” इति । 
यथा मनसि प्रतिष्ठा एवंविधमस्य cena सहृदयचक्रवर्ती खल्वयं 
ग्रन्थकृत्‌ इति यावत्‌ | यथा "pa प्रतिष्ठा परमार्ज नस्य” इति | 
स्वनामप्रकटीकरणं श्रोतृणां प्रवृत्त्यङ्गमेव सम्भावनाप्रत्ययो पादन- 
मुखनेति ग्रन्थान्ते वक्ष्यामः।ः एवं ग्रन्थकृतः कवे श्रोतुश्च मुख्यं 
प्रयोजनमुक्तम्‌ 11" 


1 As he states in his comments on the concluding verse 
of the D/0a7/)5/0॥०—'तद्व्याकरोदिति। इह्‌ बाहुल्येन लोको लोक- 
प्रसिद्धया सम्भावनाप्रत्ययवलेन प्रवर्तते। स च संभावनाप्रत्ययो नाम- 
श्रवणवशात्‌ प्रसिद्धान्यतदीय-समाचार-कवित्व-विद्व््तादिसमनुसरणेन भवति | 
तथाहि-भतृ हरिणा इदं कृतम्‌ यस्यायमौदार्यमहिमा, यस्यास्मिञ् च्छास्त्रे 
एवंविधः सारो quud तस्यायं इ्लोकःप्रवन्ध स्तस्मादरणीयमेतदिति’ लोकः 
प्रवर्तमानो दृश्यते । लोकश्चायं प्रवर्तनीयः तच्छास्त्रोदितप्रयोजनमम्पत्तये । 
तदनुग्रा ह्यश्चोनृजनत्रवर्तनाङ्गत्वाद्‌ ग्रन्थकाराः स्वनामनिवन्धनं कुवन्ति ।-- 


Locana on Dhvanyaloka, IV. Concluding ver 
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-..एण)9)४०॥॥1 v, 27 
, TEXT : 

Sal तत्र ध्वनेरेव लक्षयितुमारूधस्य भूमिकां रचयितुमिद- 
Grad — Ne 
योऽर्थः सहृदय-श्लाध्यः काव्यात्मेति व्यवस्थितः | 

वाच्य-्रतीयमानाख्यौ तस्य भेदावुभो eut ॥२॥ 

काव्यस्य हि ललितोचितंसनिवेशचारणः शरीरस्येवात्मा 
साररूपतया स्थितः सहदय-छ्लवाध्यो योऽथस्तस्य वाच्यः 
प्रतीयमानश्रे ति द्रौ भेदौ ॥ j 

EXPOSITION 

$9. ‘da... . इदमुच्यते —The present Karika, says the 
Vrttikara, forms a prelude, as it were, to the theory of sugges- 
tion, which is going to be defined. भूमिका-भूमिरिव भूमिका-- 
‘like the Foundation of a building’. इवार्थे qi. Without 
knowing the nature of वाच्यार्थ , it is not possible to grasp the 
essence of agi which comes in the wake of the former. 
As Abhinavagupta explains :— “AAT अपूर्व-निर्माणे चिकीषिते 
qd' भूमिविंरच्यते, तथा ध्वनिस्वरूपे प्रतीयमानाख्ये निरूपथितव्ये 
निर्विवादसिद्धवाच्याभिधानं भूमिः । TITS ऽघिकप्रती यमानां- 
झोल्लिङ्गनात्‌ । वाच्येन समशीर्षिकया गणनं लु तस्यापि 
अनपल्लवतीयत्वं प्रतिपादयितुम्‌ ।¬0. cit. pp. 42-43. 

“योऽर्थः... स्मृतौ” ( Karika )— Now, it might be argued 
that the Dhvanikara, here, is inconsistent. For in the opening 
verse he has stated that “the suggested sense is the soul of 
poetry" ( काव्यस्यात्मा ध्वनिरिति ), but in the present Karika 
“the sense which causes the delight of the सहूदय 


he says, 
and is termed the soul of poetry has two divisions. viz. वाच्य 
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and प्रतीयमान, thus placing वाच्य and प्रतीयमान on the 
same footing. This objection has been raised by Vi$vanatha 
in his Sihityadarpana, I :—- 

“यच्च ध्वनिकारेणोक्तम्‌- 

'अर्थः सहृदयश्लाध्यः काव्यात्मा यो व्यवस्थितः | 
वाच्यप्रतीयमानाख्यौ तस्य भेदावुभौ स्मृतौ ॥'-इति। 

तत्र वाच्यस्यात्मत्वं 'काव्यस्यात्मा ध्वनिः’ इत्ति स्ववचनविरोधा- 
देवापास्तम्‌ । (pp. 4-5. MM. Kane's Edn). But all this 
criticism is quite uncalled for. The inconsistency, as noticed by 
Vi$vanatha, is only apparent and not real, and if Vi$vanàtha 
had cared to glance at the following comments of Abhinava- 
gupta, he would never have raised the question again :— 

“शब्दार्थ-शरीरं तावत्‌ काव्यम'--इति यदुक्तम्‌ , तत्र wade - 
ग्रहणादेव केनचिदात्मना तदनुप्राणकेन भाव्यमेव | तत्र शब्दस्तावत 
शरीरभाग एव सन्निविशते स॒वंजनसंवेद्यधर्मत्वात स्थूल-क्ृशादिवत्‌ | 
अथः पुन: सकळजनसवेद्यो न भवति। न हि अथमात्रेण काव्यव्यपदेशः, 
लौकिक-वे दिकवाक्येषु तदभावात्‌ | तदाह्‌-सहूदथइ्लाघ्य इति। स 
एक एवार्थो द्विशाखतया विवेकिभिविभागब द्धप्रा विभज्यते । तथाहि 
-उल्यऽथ रूपत्वे किमिति कस्मंचिदेव सहृदयाः इलाघन्ते । तद 
भवितव्य केनचिद्‌ विशेषेण । यो विशेषः स प्रतीयमानभागो 
विवेकि मिविं शेषहेतुत्वादात्मेति व्यवस्थाप्यते | वाच्यसंवळना- 
विमोहितहृदयेस्तु तत्‌पथगभावे विश्रतिपद्यते चार्वाकेरिव आत्मपृथग- 
भावे। अत एव ‘ad: इत्येकतया उपक्रम्य सहृदयञ्लाघ्य इति 


1 The same idea is expressed in the following arya from 
Govardhana's — Zrya-Saptas'ati अध्वनि पदग्रहपरं मदयति हृदया 


नवा न च श्रवणम्‌ | काव्यमभिज्ञसभायां मञ्जीरमिव केलिवेलायाम | 
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विशेषणद्वारा हेतुमभिधाय अपोद्धारदुशा तस्य gt भेदौ अंशौ इत्युक्तम्‌, 
चतु द्वावप्यात्मानौ काव्यस्येति ॥ "07. cit. pp. 43-45. 


ललितोचितसन्निवेशचारुणः--The words and senses that 
consttute the body of poetry should be adorned and properly 
selected and arranged: “ललितशब्देन गुणालकारालनुग्रहमाह | 
उचित-शब्देत रसविषयमेवौचित्यं भवति इति दर्शयन्‌ रसध्वने- 
जीवितत्वं सूचयति | तदभावे हि किमपेक्षयेदमौचित्यं नाम ada 
उद्घोष्यते/इति भाव: d —°Locana p. 45. 


We are to note that according to Dhvani 
theorists Rasa (Poetic Emotion) is the Soul of Poetry 
and all other elements like गुण, अलंकार, रीति, औचित्य are 
subordinate to it. But Ksemendra, in his treatise called Au- 
citya-vicira-carci, tries to controvert this thesis of the Dhvani- 
theorists. According to him Aucitya or Propriety is the soul 
of poetry and and all other considerations are secondary to 
the poets. We should note that it was Anandavardhana, who, 
in course of his exposition of the Dhvani theory, first of all 
recognized aucitya as an important factor which every poet 
should take note of if he aspires to compose true poetry. He 
expressed his viewin the following couplet and gave a few 
instances, where this element of aucitya was flagrantly ignored, 
in consequence of which the sentiment had to suffer. He 


said : 
“अनौचित्यादृते नान्यद्रसभङ्गस्य कारणम्‌ । 
प्रसिद्धौचित्यबन्धस्तु रसस्योपनिषत्‌ परा॥”--D/vanyzloka, IIT. 
—Thus, according to his view, Sentiment or rasa is the 
principal element in a Kavya, and aucitya is to be taken note 


of inasmuch as it enhances the aesthetic pleasure and as 
such itis quite subservient to rasa. If we note some of the 
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statements of Anandavardhana in the Third Uddyota of his 
Dhyanyiloka it would be clear that he had: never. even 
concevied of attaching to aucitya a rank higher than rasa. 
For, the writers of the Dhvani school regard rasa-dhvani as 
the quintessence of every true poetic art. Compare :— 
“व्यङ्भप्र-व्यञजकभावेऽस्मिन्‌ विविध सम्भवत्यपि | 
रसादिमय एकस्मिन्‌ कविः स्यादवधानवान्‌ ॥”-- 
Dhvanyiloka, IV 5. 


So also :— 
. “वाच्यानां वाचकानां च यदौचित्येन योजनम्‌ । 

रसादिविषयेणतत्‌ कमं मुख्यं महाकवेः 11”—Op. cit., III. 32 

In the Fourth Uddyota the Dhvanikara notes some of the 
varieties of this aucitya :— 

“अवस्था-देश-कालादिविशेषेरपि जायते | 

आनन्त्यमेव वाच्यस्य शुद्धस्यापि स्वभावतः ॥'0 cit. 1५.7 

He refers to Kalidasa's Kumarasambhava VII, in which the 
youthful dalliance of Pàrvati and Siva is described in detail, 
as an instance where this element of aucitya has been 
violated. For our sense of decorum does not permit us to 
relish this passionate amour on the part of the two Great 
Deities who are looked upon by the whole of mankind as 


their parents (cf. जगतः पितरौ वन्दे पार्वतीपरमेश्वरौ ). As 
Anandavardhana so aptly remarks : Tas भारतवर्षोचितेनेव 
व्यवहारेण दिव्यानामपि वर्णनीयेति स्थिति: |. .तथाहि अधमप्रक्ृत्यौ- 
चित्येनोत्तमप्रकृते: श्युट्धारोपनिवन्धने का भवेन्नोपहास्यता ।. . .. 

तस्मादभिनेयार्थऽनभिनेयार्थे वा काव्ये यदुत्तमप्रकृते राजादेरुत्तम- 
प्रकृतिभिर्नाथिकाभिः सह ग्राम्यसम्भोगवर्णेनं तत्‌ पित्रोः सम्भोगवर्णन- 
मिव सुतरामसभ्यम्‌। तर्थेवोत्तमदेवतादिविषयम्‌ ।. . यत्त्वेवंविधे 
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विषये महाकवीनामप्यसमीक्ष्यकारिता लक्ष्ये दृश्यते स दाष एव | 
स तु शक्तितिरस्क्ृतत्वात्‌ न लक्ष्यत इत्युक्तमेव ।'#०॥)0०- 
Vitti on Karikas IIT, 10-14. So also: तथाहि महाकवीनाम- 
प्युत्तम-देवताविषयप्रसिद्वसंभोगश्खु ्गारनिबन्धनाद्यनौचित्यं शक्तितिर- 
स्कृतत्वात्‌ ग्राम्यत्वेन न प्रतिभासते। यथा कुमारसम्भवे देवीसम्भोग- 
वर्णनम्‌ l'—Vrtti on III. 5. For,as Anandavardhana himself 
states, there should be propriety with reference to विभाव, 
अनुभाव and सञ्चारिभाव. Cr: 'विभाव-भावानुभाव-सञ्चायौ- 
चित्यचारुण:? etc.—Dhy. NI: 10-14. So itis clear from this 
Short analysis that Anandavardhana views  aucitya as a 
subsidiary element only, that goes to embellish a poetic 
art, just.as other elements like Alauwikaras, Vrttis etc. 

But the Kasmirian Ksemendra, though he came much 
later in date, tried to go one step further. He wrote his 
treatise Aucitya-vicira-carcá only to secure for aucitya the 
highest rank, higher even than that of  rasa-dhvani. This 
is quite a novel thesis no doubt, but if we are to be 
conscientious in our judgment, we are bound to state that 
Ksemendra has not been able to gain for aucitya much 
beyond what had already been accorded to it by Anandavar- 
dhana. His work is nothing more than a running commen- 
tary on Ànandavardhana's thesis, and only an elaborate expos- 
tion of the implications contained in the latter's statements. 
And at places his language is so complicated and confused 
that it becomes quite apparent that he himself had no very 
clear conception of the cause for which he was fighting. For 
example, we may quote here his definition of rasaucitya :— 


“कुर्वत्‌ सर्वाशये व्याप्तिमौचित्यरुचिरो रसः। 


मधुमास इवाशोकं करोत्यङ्कुरितं मनः? 
| Aucityavicara?, Karika 16. 
| 
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--“औचित्येत भ्राजिष्णु: म्भृङ्गारादिलक्षणे. रसः?-(7711 
thereon.) Jt would be quite evident from this extract that 
‘Ksemendra, too, unconsciously perhaps, regards rasa as some- 
thing higher than aucitya, which only serves to heighten the 
emotional effect. Here his language itself gives him the lie ! 
Even though Ksemendra has not been successful in raising 
the status of aucitya to any higher level, still he has brought 
to light the great importance of this element, as adding to the 
beauty of a poetic art, and as such he deserves credit. What 
we are required to do is to take the statement—“औतित्यं TH- 


सिद्वस्य स्थिरं काव्यस्य जीवितम्‌ 1”—cum grano salis.> 
TEXT 
$१०। तत्रवाच्यः प्रसिद्धो यः प्रकाररुपमादिभिः। 
बहुधा व्याकृत- सोऽन्येः 
काव्यलक्ष्मविधायिभिः | 
ततो dg प्रतन्यते a 
केवळमन्‌ यते धुनयंथोपयोगमिति ॥ 


EXPOSITION 


$10. “Of these two main divisions of artha, the nature of 
the Vicyartha and its adornments has been discussed in 
detail by ancient authors on poetics like Bhamaha, Dandin 


ग For a detailed stuly cf the theory of Aucitya and 
Anandavardhana's attitude towards it, vide Dr. Suryakanta's 
“A study of Ksemendra’s Kavikanthibharana, Aucityavicara- 
carca aud Swuuyttatilaka with an English ‘Translation etc.", 
Introduction. ( The Poona Orienialist, Vol. XVII. 1952. 
Nos. i-4). 
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and others, and as such they have not been discussed at any 
great length in this treatise, but only been referred to accord- 
ing to requirements.” 


अनुवाद means ‘re-statement’. Comp. “प्रमाणान्तरावगतस्याथस्य 
शब्देन संकीत्तंनमात्रमनुवाद:'-- Kasika on P. IL 4.3 ( 'अनुवादे 
चरणानाम्‌'). 

The author of the Vakroktijzvita too makes similar obser- 
vations regarding वाच्य and वाचक. Cf :— 


“वाच्योऽर्थो वाचकः शब्द: प्रसिद्धमिति यद्यपि । 
तथापि काव्यमागऽस्मिन्‌ परमार्थोऽयमेतयोः t17—Vakrokti °1.8. 
प्रकार रुप मा दि भिः--01 the Figures of Speech that embellish 
the expressed sense ( वाच्यार्थं ) उपमा ( Simile) stands out 
pre-eminent. As Vamana says: “सम्प्रत्यर्थालंकाराणां प्रस्तावः । 
तन्मल' चोपमा-इति da विचार्यते v—Kavyalamkara-Sütra-Vrtti 
IV. 2.1. So also: “उपमैका शैलूषी सम्प्राप्ता चित्रभूमिका भेदान्‌ | 
रञ्जयति काव्यरङ्गे नृत्यन्ती तद्विदां चेतः॥ ¬^. Diksita’s 
चित्रमी मांसा, 0.2. (Nirpayasagara Edn.) 
TEXT 
§8१। प्रतीयमानं पुनरन्यदेव 
वस्त्वस्ति वाणीषु महाकवीनाम्‌ | 
यत्तत्‌ प्रसिद्वावयवातिरिकतं 
विभाति लावण्यमित्राङ्कनासु ॥४॥ 
प्रतीयमान' पुनरन्यदेव वाच्याद वस्त्वस्ति वाणीषु महाकवीनाम्‌ | 
' यत्तत्‌ सहदय-सुप्रसिद्ध प्रसिद्ध भ्यो5ल garq: प्रतीतेभ्यो वा$वय- 
वेभ्यो व्यतिरिक्तत प्रकाशितं लावण्यमिवाङ्गनाछु। यथा ह्यङ्गनासु 
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लावण्यं qie निव mmo निखिलावयवव्यतिरेकि किमप्यन्यदेव 
सहूदय-लोचनामृतं तत्त्वान्तर' तद्वदेव सोऽधः ॥ 


EXPOSITION 
$11. अन्यदेव. वाच्यात्‌--The suggested sense is quite distinct 
from the expressed (i.e. primary) sense, and can in no way be 
equated with the latter, 

Anandavardhana, here, likens the suggested sense to the 
supple grace of the limbs of a beautiful maiden. Just as लावण्य 
or grace is distinct from the ornaments like necklace, bangles 
etc. on the one hand, and absence of defects like blindness etc. 
on the other, and is quite a tertium quid so also the suggested. 
sense ( प्रतीयमानार्थ or emu ) of a poem cannot be sub- 
sumed under the alamkgras like उपमा, रूपक on the one hand 
and गुण $ like माधुर्य, ओजः etc. on the other. For the defini- 
tion of लावण्य, ०: “मुक्ताफलेषु च्छायायास्तरलत्वमिवान्तरा । 
प्रतिभाति यदङ्गषु तल्लावण्यंमिहोच्यते i" i 

Note Abhinavagupta’s comments on this point :— 

“लावण्यं हि नाम अवयव-संस्थानाभिव्यङ्भप्रमंवयवव्यति रिक्तं 
धर्मान्तरमेव | न चावयवानामेव निर्दोषता वा भूषणयोगो वा लावण्यम्‌ । 
पृथङ्‌ निं ण्यमान-काणादिःदोष-शून्य-शरीरावयवयोगिन्यामपि अलं- 
कृतायामपि लावण्यशून्येयमिति । अतथाभूतायामपि कस्याञ्चित्‌ 
लावण्यामृतचन्द्रिकेयमिति सहृदयानां व्यवहारात्‌-।।”0. cit., pp- 
49-50. 

The present Karikg has been cited by Kuntaka in his. 
Vakroktijivita, Chapter I. We. quote here the relevant extract 
from that treatise :— 

“ननु च के र्चित्‌ प्रतीयमानं वस्तु लळना-लावण्य-साम्यात्‌ लावण्य- , 
मित्यृत्पादित-प्रतीति (?)— 
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“प्रतीयमानं पुनरन्यदेव-* इति। तत्‌ कथं बन्ध-सोन्द्यमात्रं 
छावण्यमित्यमिधीयते ? नष दोषः। यस्मादनेन दृष्टान्तेन वाच्य-वाचक- 
लक्षण-असिद्धावयव-व्यति रिक्तत्वेनास्तित्वमात्रं साध्यते प्रती यमानस्य । 
T TU सकल-लोक-लोचनःसंवेद्यस्य ललना-लाबण्यस्य सहृदय- 
हृदयानामेव संवेद्यं सत्‌ प्रतीयमानं समीकत्तु' miði तस्य बन्ध- 
सौन्दयेमेव अव्युतूपन्न-पद-पदार्थानामपि श्रवणमात्रणेव हृदयहारित्व- 
सपर्या व्यपदिश्यते। प्रतीयमानं पुनः काव्य-परमार्थज्ञानामेवानु- 
भवगोचरतां प्रतिपद्यते, यथा कामिनीनां किमपि सौभाग्यं तदुपभोगो 
चितानां नायकानामेंव संवेद्यतामहंति | लावण्यं पुनस्तासामेव aqata- 
गिरामिव qr सकल-लोक-गोचरतामयातीत्युक्तमेवेत्यलमति- 
प्रसङ्गन॥। 0p. cit., p. 56. 

TEXT 

३१२। स quit वाच्य-सामथ्या क्षिप्तं बस्तुमात्रमल'कारा रसा- 
यश्च त्यनेरअभेदःमभिन्नो दर्शयिष्यते। सर्वे ष्‌ च तेषु प्रकारेषु 
तस्य वाच्यादन्यत्वम्‌॥ 

EXPOSITION 


§ 12. The. suggested sense, again, falls into three distinct 
categories—viz. vastu, alamkara and rasa, which have their 
own sub-varieties. And in all these cases, the Suggested sense, 
be it vastu or alamkara or rasa, is quite different from the 
expressed sense. 

सर्वेषु - - -अन्यत्वम्‌-The sense which is conveyed by the 
function of abhidha or denotation is called वाच्यार्थ, but the 
व्यङ्गग्राथं like शत्य-पावनत्वादि (in गङ्गायां घोषः) can never be 
communicated by denotation, because there is no संकेत. 
Compare: नाभिधा समयाभावात्‌-Kyya-Prak$a, II. Though 
yastu, alamkara and rasa, can all be coneyed by suggestion, 
there is this much difference that while the first two can be 
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conveyed through Denotation as well, the last one is always and 


invariably suggested and never expressed. As Abhinavagupta 
puts it :— 

«qa प्रतीयमानस्य तावद्‌ द्वौ भेदौ-छौकिकः, काव्यव्यापारेक- 
गोचरश्चेति। लौकिको यः स्वशब्दवाच्यतां कदाचिदधिशेते। स च 
विधि-निषेधाद्यनेकप्रकारो वस्वु-शब्देनोच्यते । सोऽपि द्विविधः-यः 
qd' क्वापि वाक्याथंऽलंकारभावमुपमादिरूपतयाऽन्वभूत्‌, इदानीं त्वन- 
लंकाररूप एव, अन्यत्र गुणीभावाभावात्‌ स qa प्रत्यभिज्ञा नबलादळंकार- 
ध्वनिरिति व्यपदिश्यते ब्राह्मण-श्रमण-च्यायेन DO तद्रूपता-भावेन तूप- 
लक्षितं वस्तुमात्रमुच्यते । मात्रग्रहणेन हि रूपान्तरं निराकृतम्‌ | यस्तु 
स्वप्ने$पि न स्व-शब्द-वाच्यो न लौकिक-व्यवहारपतितः, किन्तु शब्द- 
समर्ध्य॑माण-हृदय-संवाद-सुन्दर-विभावानुभाव-समुचित-प्रागूविनिविष्टः 
रत्यादि-वासनातुराग-सुकुमार-स्वसंविदानन्दचरवंणा-व्यापार-रसनी यरूपो 
रसः, स॒ काव्यव्यापारैक-गोचरो रसध्वनिरिति, स च ध्वनिरेवेति, स 
एव मुख्यतयाऽत्मेति ॥7--07- cit., pp. 50-52. 

Now, it may be asked that if vastu and alamkara can as 
well be conveyed through Denotation (abhidha), what is the 


use of proceeding along a tortuous way and resorting to Sugges- 
tion ( व्यञ्जना ) ?2 To this the Dhvani theorists would assert 


1. “The maxim of the Brahmana-ascetic. The श्रमण is a 
Buddhist ascetic, and therefore not a Brahman,—but the 
expression ब्राह्मणुश्रमण implies that though now a Buddhist 
he was formerly a Brahman. The maxim is used by the 
authors of the Kavyaprakas a and the Sahityadarpana in exactly 
the same connexion. —Laukika-nyžyāřjali, Part I., PP: 
38-39. (Collected by Colonel G. A. Jacob. NSP.) 

2. Compare the saying—"«4 चेन्मधु विन्देत fend’ ma 
amg” 
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that an idea conveyed through suggestion is more charming. 
than the one expressed through Denotation as is attested by 
the unanimous verdict of all true connoisseurs of art. As 
Anandavardhana states :— 


“वाच्योऽर्थो न तथा स्वदते प्रतीयमानः स एव यथा” 


—Dhyanyaloka 
Mahimabhatta also notes :— 


“यतः सर्वेष्वलंकारेषपमा जीवितायते i 


सा च प्रतीयमानेव तद्विदां स्वदतेतराम्‌ ॥” 
—Vyaktiviveka, p. 343. 
(Chowkhamb3 Edition). Govinda Thakkura, in his 
commentary on Mammata's Kavyaprakas'a, Chap. V, expressess. 
the same idea :— 


[ तदुक्तं व्वनिकृता-- 
“व्यज्यन्ते वस्तु-मात्रेण यदाऽलंक्ृतयस्तदा | 
ध्रुवं ध्वन्यङ्गता तासां काव्यवृत्तेस्तदाश्रयात्‌ ॥' इति । 
अत्र ध्वन्यङ्गता व्यङ्गप्रतया। ध्रुवं ध्वनिने व ता व्यज्यन्ते | WEISSE 

कस्य ध्वनित्वमेव | कुतः? काव्यवृत्तस्तदाश्रयात्‌ । काव्यवृत्तस्तदभिः 
संघानपूर्वंकत्वात्‌ । वस्तुमा त्रापेक्षयाऽलंकारस्य चारुता-नियमादित्यर्थंः |] 
नन्‌ यद्यलंकारापेक्षया वस्तुमात्रस्य नातिशय-नियमस्तदा कथमलंका रेणः 
वसतुमात्र-्यञ्जने घ्वनित्वम्‌-इति चेत्‌ । उच्यते-स एवार्थो वाच्यः 
सन्‌ न तथाचमत्करोति यथा व्यङ्भप्रतापत्त इत्यनुभवसिद्धम्‌ । अतोः 
वा ववा हेतुः, agra तूत॒कर्षाय इति स्थितम्‌ | यत्र चालंकारेण. ` 
वस्तुमात्रं AGI तत्र अलंकारस्य वाच्यत्वेन किंचिदपकर्षात्‌ वस्तु- 
मात्रस्य च व्यद्धात्वेन किंचिदूत्‌कर्षात्‌ युज्यत एव ध्वनित्वम्‌ । यत्र 
तु वस्तुनाऽलंकारो व्यज्यते, तत्र वस्त्वळंकारयोर्वाच्यत्व-व्यङ्गग्रत्वा- 
भ्याम अतिशयेनेव उतूकर्षापकषौ इति कुतो गुणीभूत-व्यङ्गत्वावा 
— I —Kavyaprad?pa; p. 145 (N.S.P. Edn.). 


~= 
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TEXT 

$93 | तथा हि-आद्यस्तावत्‌ AA वाच्याह दूरं विभेदवान। 
स हि कदाचिद वाच्ये विधिरूपे प्रतिषेधरूपः | यथा-- 

“भम धम्मिअ वीसत्थो सो सुणओ अज्ज मारिओ देण | 

गोलाणइ-कच्छ-कुडङ्ग-वासिणा दरिअसीहेण QU 

EXPOSITION 

$13. Anandavardhana now proceeds to show that the first 
variety of the suggested sense—viz. vastu, differs toto caelo 
from the expressed sense. For example, when the expressed 
sense is injunctive in force, the suggested sense is prohibitive 
in character, and no sane man would ever think of identifying 
injunction with prohibition, or affirmation with negation. As 
Abhinavagupta explains: दुरं विभेदवान्‌ इति । विधि-निषेधौ विरुद्धौ 
इति न कस्यचिद्‌ विमतिः | --07. cit., p. 53. The Praktta verse 
quoted here is Hala's Gaha-Sattasai, II. 75. (NSP. Edn.). Here a 
courtesan addresses a virtuous ascetic who is in the habit of 
daily plucking flowers from the grove situated on the bank of 
the river Godavari—the rendezvous of the harlot and her 
paramour—and informs him, nervous even at the presence of 
2 dog, of the advent of a lion in the locality, thus covertly 
hinting that his wanderings are not safe henceforth. . Abhinava- 
gupta thus puts forth the motif of the harlot :— 

“कस्याश्चित्‌ सकेतस्थानं जीवित-सवंस्वायमानं धामिंकसञ्चरणान्त- 
रायदोषात्‌ तदवलुप्यमान-पल्लव-कुसुमादि-विच्छायीकरणाच्च परि- 
त्रातुमियमुक्तिः ।' 

Mahimabhatta, who does not regard suggestion as a 
separate function and strives to prove it as another name for 
Inference (anumana), thus explains the gatha bringing out 
the inferential character of the prohibition ( निषेध ) conveyed 
here :— 
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“तत्र वस्तुमात्रस्य, ` तावत्‌ “भम धम्मिअ--' इत्यत्र केनचित्‌ 
सुकृतिना यूना सह विस्रम्भ-सम्भोग-सुखास्वादलाळसया विजने वने 
'विविध-कुसुमामोद-मुदित-मधूक्ृति कृतसंद्केतया कयाचित्‌ कुसुमापत्ति- 
चीषया भ्रमतो धामिंकस्य मनोरथ-परिपन्थि तद्‌-देशासादनं विघ्तमिव 
मन्यमानया. जानानयाऽपि केसरि-किशोरकस्य क्रोर्यातिरेक HAH 
मारण-मात्र-त्रासोपन्यासेन अस्य प्रियमावेदयितुकामया ,विदग्धयाऽपि 
qa विधिमुखेन भ्रमणस्य प्रतिषेधो विहितः । 

“अत्र हि द्वावथौः वाच्य-प्रती यमानौ विधि-निषेधात्मको क्रमेण प्रतीतिः 
'पथमवतरतः। तयोर्धूमाग्न्योरिव साध्य-साधन-भावेनावस्थानात्‌ । ` 

“तत्राद्यस्तावत्‌ अविवेक-सिद्धः स्पष्ट एव, भ्रमण-विधि-लक्षणस्य 
साध्यस्य ततुर्षरिपन्थि-क्रर-ङ्ुक्कुर-मारणात्मनः साधनस्य चोभयो- 
'रप्युपादानात्‌ | 

“द्विती यस्तु अत एव हेतोः पर्यालोचित-णिजर्थस्य विवेकिनः प्रतिपत्तुः 
प्रयोजकस्वरूपनिरूपणेन सामर्थ्यात्‌ प्रतीतिमवतरति। तच्च सामर्थ्य 
मृतेऽपि कौलेयके क्रूरतरस्य सत्त्वान्तरस्य तत्र agada नाम, 
नापरम्‌ । तदेव साधनम्‌ | तयोश्च साध्य-साधनयोरविनाभावनियमो 
विरोधमूल:1 स चानयोर्लोक-प्रमाण-सिद्ध इत्युक्तम्‌ । 

“ननु यद्यतो वाक्यादर्थद्रयावगमः तत्‌ कथमुत्तरस्मिन्नेव नियमेन 
विश्वान्तिन॑ पूवं स्मिन्‌ , उभयत्रापि वा, तयो: प्राकरणिकत्वेन विशेषा- 
सावात। उच्यते--त तावदत्र वाच्यानुमेययो रर्थ॑योः समुच्चयेन अवः 
गति रुपपद्ते, egg मा च भ्रमीरिति विधि-निषेधयोरेकाश्रयत्व- 
विरोधात । 

“नापि विकल्पेत, WW वा मा वा अमी'-रिति वचनोच्चारणा- 
नर्थक्य-प्रसद्ञात्‌ । ताप्यङ्गाङ्गिभावेन, विधि-निषेधयोस्तदसम्भवात्‌ | 
केवळ योऽपो भ्रमण-विधो हेतुभावे दृप्त-पञचानतव्यापारस्तत्रोपात्तः 
a एवं विमुश्यमातः परम्परया धार्मिकस्य तन्निषेधे पर्यंवस्यति-- 
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तयोर्बाध्य-बांधकभावेनावस्थानात्‌। को ह्यनुन्मत्तः कुक्कु रमात्रस-द्राव- 
भयात्‌ परिहृत-भ्रमणस्तत्रेव दुप्तसिंह-सञद्भावशङ्कायामपि सविस्रम्भं 
a भ्रमेदित्यनुमेयाथे-विश्रान्ति-नियमहेतुर्बांध्य-बाधक-भावोःस्त्येवात्र 
विद्येष:।. . .-तत्र भम धम्मिअ ! वीसत्थो’ इति वाक्यार्थ-रूपो भ्रमण- 
विधिर्वाच्यः। तस्य 'सो सुणओ अज्ज मारिओ देण' इत्यादिना क्र- 
कुककुर-मारणं दृप्त-सिंहःविहितं वाकयार्थरूपभेवार्थो हेतुः । ततृप्रति- 
षेधस्तु अनुमेय एव न वाच्यः, तस्योक्तनयेनाक्षे पात्‌ । तत्र 'गोला- 
णई-कच्छ-कुङङ्गवासिणा' इति गोदावरीकच्छ-कुह्रस्य धर्मित्व-निदश: t 
'दरिअ-सीहेणे-ति रव-मारण-कारणाभिधान-द्वारेणोपात्तस्य दुप्त-सिंह्‌- 
सद्भावस्य हेतुभावः। 'कुङङ्गवासिणे'ति तद्विशेषणेन तस्य धर्मिणि 
सदद्भावोपपादनम्‌ । तस्यास्य हेतोः साध्यस्य च निर्भेय-श्रमण-बिधि- 
लक्षणस्य सहानवस्थान-लक्षणो विरोधः प्रसिद्ध एव इत्येकस्य सऱद्भावा- 
- वेदनेन अपरस्य स्वभाव-विरुद्धोपलब्ध्या प्रतिषेधे विज्ञायमाने सति 
समशीषिंकया उभयार्थप्रतीतिरेवात्र न समस्तीति तद्विश्रान्ति पर्यनुयोगो 
निरवकाश एव। तेनानुमेय एव भ्रमणस्य निषेधो न Gmu इत्य- 
वसेयम्‌, यथा "नात्र शीतस्परशोऽने-' रित्यतः शीतस्पर्शस्य । . . . -अपि 
चार्मिन्नुदाहरणे . दारुणतरान्‌ इतरान्‌ ऋक्षप्रभृतीन्‌ प्रसिद्धतद्व्यापा- 
रानपास्य यदेतत्‌ करि-कलभ-कुम्भःनिभेदंक-हेवाकिनः केसरिणः 
कौलेयक-वधाभिधानमौ चित्येकनिकेतनस्य कवेस्तत्र चिरं चिन्तयन्तोऽपि 
. अभिप्रायं न विद्मः । न हि qunm यतूकिञ्चन-कारिणोऽन्यस्यापिः 
-स्वजाति-समुचितं चरितमपहाय अप्रसिद्धमेव किमपि रसभद्भ-भी रव: 
कवयो वणंयितुमाद्रियन्ते, किमुत जगद्विदित-व्यापारस्य केसरिणः । 
. अनोचित्यनिबन्धो हि पर रसभङ्गकारणं कवयो वदम्ति। aq स 
एवाह 


“अनौचित्यादृते नान्यद्रस भङ्गस्य कारणम्‌ d 
प्रसिद्धौ चित्य-बन्धस्तु रसस्योपनिषत्‌ परा ॥-इति” t 
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“तस्मात्‌ 'दरिअ-रिक्खण'--इत्यत्र पाठः श्रेयान्‌ ॥/'--1?4%- 
‘yiveka, Vimar§a. III. 

The latter part of Mahimabhatta’s criticism is quite 
out of place and wide of the mark as Anandavardhana. 


is not the author of the verse, and he merely quotes it to: 
illustrate his point. 


TEXT 
$१४॥ क्चिद वाच्ये प्रतिषेधरूपे विधिरूपो यथा-- 
'अत्ता एत्थ णिमज्जइ एत्थ अहं दिअसअं पलो एहि t 
मा पहिअ रत्तिअन्धअ सेज्जाए महणिमज्जिहिसि ॥' 


EXPOSITION 


§ 14. The gatha quoted is VII. 67 of Hala’s anthology.. 
This, too, is addressed bya married lady whose husband is. 
away fromhome to a traveller (for the time being a guest at 
her dwelling), who is eager to meet her, but is unable to do: 
so on account of the presence of her mother-in-law. To: 
console him she cleverly states : “Here lies my mother-in— 
law, and here is my place—mark you, O traveller ! daytime: 
as itis, and don't you, blind as you are at night, be silly: 
enough to steal into our beds (through excessive eagesness).’” 
This prohibition, however, is apparent and is only a clever 
way of expressing the acquiescence of the lady to the traveller's. 
ir request by giving covert hints as to the time of meeting and! 
| cautioning him by making him aware of the mother-in-law’s: 
resting-place so that he may not mistake the mother-in-law’s 
bed for that of his love. As Abhinavagupta comments :— 


| “काचित्‌ प्रोषितपतिकां तरुणामवलोक्य प्रवृद्धमदनाछुरः सम्पन्न: 
| पान्योऽनेत निषेधद्वारेण तयाऽभ्युपगम्यते इति निषेधाभावोऽ्र विधि: । 
न तु निमन्तणरूपोऽप्रवत्परवततास्वभावः सौभाग्याभिमान-सण्डनप्रस- 
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ङ्गात्‌।. ...अत्तेति प्रयत्नेन अनिभृत-संभोग-परिहारः । अथ यद्यपि 
भवान, मदनशरासारदीर्यमाणहृदय उपेक्षितु न युक्तः, तथापि कि 
करोमि पापो दिवसकोऽयमनुचितत्वात्‌ कुत्‌सितोऽयमित्यर्थः । प्राकृते 
पु'नषुःसकयोरनियमः। न च सर्वथा त्वामुपेक्ष, यतोऽत्रेवाहं तत्‌ 
प्रलोकय नान्यतोऽहं गच्छामि। तदन्योन्यवदनालोकन-विनो देन दिनं 
तावदतिवाहयाव इत्यर्थः। प्रतिपन्नमात्रायां च रात्रौ अन्धीभूतो 
मदीयायां शय्यायां मा Ras: अपि तु निभृत-निभृतमेवात्ताभिधान- 
निकटकण्टकनितद्रान्वेषण-पूर्वकम्‌ इतीयदत्र ध्यन्यते ॥ — Op. cit. pp. 
71-73. 

Mahimbhatta's exposition is as follows :— 

“अत्र हि चलित-चारित्रमुद्रा प्रोषितपथिकयुवतिः कञ्चित्‌ युवानं 
वासरावसाने वसति प्रार्थयमानमुहिङ्योत्पन्तमन्मथव्यथावेशा इवश्रू- 
'सन्तिधौ तस्मे शयन-स्थानं विविक्तमुपदिश्य निशान्धताऽध्यारोपेण 
स्वशयनसंस्पश-प्रतिषेधमुखन इवश्रूशय्यासंनिवेशदेशं दर्शयन्ती रात्रावत्र 
मदीय एव शयनीये त्वया निभृतमुपस्थातव्यम्‌--इति तैस्तैराकारः 
ञ्जतिषेधमुखेन स्वाभिप्रेतमर्थंमस्मं निवेदयते | 

“तत्र केचिदविदित-स्वरूपस्यंव पथिकस्य अकस्मान्निशान्धतोपक्षोपः 
'स्व-शयनीयोहृश-दशंनं च-इत्युभयमव्यभिचारि साधनमिति मन्यन्ते । 
तद्वशाद्धि तस्य नायिका-शयनोद्वेशोपसर्पणमपि कल्पनीयं स्यात्‌ | 
शवशब्राइच तस्याविनयदोषाशङ्कानिरास इत्युभयमपि सिध्यति। 

“यत्त्वत्र ३वश्रूशयनदशंनं तत्‌ तदाशङ्कातिरासार्थमेव न पथिक- 
अरवत्तंनाङ्गतां गच्छति । आत्मन एव शयनोह्शदशने हि तस्याः शङ्का 
स्यात्‌ | यद्वा शयनयोविं प्रकर्ष -प्रकाशनपरं तदिति च। तच्चायुक्तम्‌ । 
अत्र हि सवश्रूः प्रत्याय्या वत्तेते नान्यः। न चायं चिरपरिशीलनावसेयो 
निशान्धताख्यो हेतुस्तां प्रति सिद्धः। तथाविधश्चोपादीयमानः प्रत्युत 

oer: शङ्कामुपजनयेत्‌ । उभयार्थकारी gra हेतुरुपादेयो भवति। यो 
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a श्वश्ब्राः शङ्कामांघत्ते पथिकं च प्रवत्तयति। न चायं निशान्धताख्यों 
हेतुस्तथति व्यर्थस्तदुपन्यासः। 

“किञ्चायं तिशान्धतोपक्षेपः पक्षद्वयेऽप्यप्रयोजक एव शयन-सन्ति- 
वेशदशँनसंस्कारादेव तदुभयसिद्ध : । 

“गे तु शयतीययोविंप्रकषं-द्शनेन अन्योन्य-दर्शनस्य अस्फुटत्वमनुः 
मीयमानं हेतुतया मन्यन्ते, अत एव च “अत्ता एत्य णिमज्जइ” इति 
पठन्ति, तेऽप्ययुक्तवादिनः | अनकान्तिकत्वात्‌ । दृश्यन्ते हि अचलित- 
-चारित्राणामपि युवतीनामेवंविधाः सद्भावगर्भा भणितयः। 

“«आकार-विशेषाणां हेतुत्व-परिकल्पनमुपह्यासायेव, तेषां वाच्यत्वा- 
"भावात्‌, वाच्यस्येव व्यञ्जकत्वेन प्रकृतत्वात्‌ | 

“किञ्चात्र निरूप्यमाणो हेतुरेव त लभ्यते p स हि विधेयानुगुणो 
वा स्यात्‌ प्रतिषेध्यानुगुण उभयातुगुणो वा। तत्राद्यः BARAT STEHT 
-जनयेदसिडधत्वात्‌ चाक्षूषत्वादिवत्‌ । द्वितीयो न विवक्षिताथ-सिद्धिहेतु- 
विरुद्धत्वात्‌। कृतकत्वमिव नित्यत्वे । तृतीयस्तु सन्देहमेव जनयत्य- 
ज्ैकान्तिकत्वात्‌, प्रमेयत्वादिवदिति | यदाहुः 

«fat भाव-घर्मो$स्ति व्यभिचायु भयाश्रय: | 
घर्मो विरुद्धो भावस्य सा सत्ता साध्यते कथम्‌ ।। इति । 


«अपि च यथाऽद्य उदाहरणे भ्रमणविधिहेतुरेव निरूप्यमाण: प्रतिषेधे 
पर्यवस्यति न तथेह प्रतिषेघहेतुरेव विधाविति कुतो विधिरूपार्थान्त र- 
प्रती ति-सिद्धिः । तस्माद्विधेयस्य अर्थान्तरस्य निबन्धनामावात्‌ प्रतीतिरेव 
'नास्तींति कुतस्तस्य aurea मित्ययुक्तमेवेदमुदाहरणम्‌ ॥ Vy ake 
-yiveka, pp. 403-407. 

Thus according to Mahimbhatta, Anandavardhana is not 
e above gatha as an illustration of sugges- 
tion, since there is no necessary and invariable relation 
‘between the expressed sense (निषेध) and the so called suggested 
sense (विधि) which in Mabimabhatta’s opinion is the pre- 
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requisite and essential condition of suggestion which, im 
reality, is no other than Inference. 


The following verse from S'riharsa's Naisadhacarita is. 
interesting as it has some bearing on the present illustration :— 
निषेधवेशो विधिरेष तेऽथवा 
तवव युक्ता खलू वाचि वक्रता । 
विजृम्भितं यस्य किल ध्वनेरिद' 
विदग्धनारी-वदनं तदाकरः ।। - Canto. IX. 50 
TEXT 
$ १५ | कचिद वाच्ये बिधिरूपेऽनुभयरूपो यथा-- 
“aa मह व्विअ एक इ होन्तु णोसास-रोइअव्वाइ' ।' 
मा asa बि तीअ विणा दक्खिण्ण-हअस्स जाअन्तु 1l" 
EXPOSITION 

§ 15. The suggested sense in the illustration does not 
stand in the relation of contradiction (विरोध) with the expressed! 
sense (वाच्यार्थ) as in the preceding two gathas. Here the 
injunction (विधि ) —viz. ब्रज, does not suggest its. 
negation—viz. ब्रज्याभाव, as in the first case by भ्रमण, 
श्रमणाभाव was suggested. Nor there is any suggestion of 
“a separate injunction as such. The suggested sense here bears 
no definite relation with the expressed sense and can neither 
be classed under विधि nor under निषेध and as such is. termed 
अनुभयरूप. As Abhinavagupta explains :— 

“अत्र ब्रजेति विधि: | न प्रमादादेव नायिकान्तर-संगमनं तव, अपि 
ठु गाढानुरागात्‌-येनान्यादूऊ मुख राग:, गोत्रस्खलनादि च। केवलं 
पु्वकृतानुपालनात्मना दाक्षिण्येनेकरूपत्वाभिमानेने व त्वमत्र स्थितः | 
तत्‌ सर्वथा शठोऽसि इति गाढमन्युरूपोऽयं खण्डितनायिकाभिप्रायोऽश्र 
प्रतीयते। न चासो ब्रज्याऽभावरूपो निषेधः, नापि विध्यन्तरमेव्‌ः 
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अन्य-निषेघाभावः [P—Op. cit, pp. 73-74. Compare: 'उपचार- 
'विधिमंनस्विनीनां न तु पूर्वाभ्यधिकोऽपि भावशून्यः |’ —Malavikagni- 
mitra, TIT. 3. Mahimabhatta's comments on the above gatha 
-are as follows :— 

“अन्न कयाचित्‌ खण्डितयाऽन्तज्वंलितेषर्याप्रकोपया सावहित्थं 
'सोल्लुण्ठनं सप्रणयौचित्यं च यः प्रियं प्रति भदो(?) विहितस्तत्र 
तस्यामेव भवान्‌ निर्व्याजमनुरक्तहृदयो मयि तु कितव ! तव कृतकोप- 
चार-वचन-रचनामात्रमेतदिति नायकस्यान्यत्र अनुरागातिशयः साध्य; । 


“तत्र च गच्छ तद्विरह-विहितानि निःइवास-रोदितव्यानि ममव 
CHAT भवन्तु मा तवापि दाक्षिण्यमात्रविवशस्य तया विना तानि भूवन्‌ 
इति तत्र तस्य प्रस्थानानुमतिहेतुः। प्रस्थाने हि तस्य तद्विरहविरतिः। 
-तद्वितौ च तद्धेतुकानां निःखास-रोदनादि-दुःखानार्माप facta: | 

्ेहोतूकर्षानुविधायिनो हि प्राणिनां विरह-व्यथावेशा भवन्ति, तेषां 
ततूकार्यत्वात्‌, कायं-कारण-भावश्चास्य हेतोः सतोऽसत एव वा प्रति- 
षेधसामर्श्यादवसीयते, प्राप्तिपूवेका हि प्रतिषेधा भवन्तीति। तस्य च 
सत्यासत्यत्वःविचारो निरुपयोग एव तत्प्रतीति-परमार्थंत्वात्‌ काव्य- 
नाट्य़ादीनाम्‌--इति विरह-व्यथावासितोऽनुरागातिशयः काम्तस्यानुमेय 
एवं न व्यङ्गग्र इत्यवसेयम्‌ \\—Vyaktiviveka, pp. 407-408. 
| TEXT 
$१६ | कचिद वाच्ये प्रतिषेधख्पे$युभयरूपो यथा-- ; 
à आ पसिअ णिवत्तसु मुह-ससि-जोह्वा-विलुत्त-तमणिवहे । 
अहिसरिआण' fava’ करोसि अण्णाणं वि हआसे ॥' 
EXPOSITION 

§16. According to some, in this "pràkrit gatha, a lover 

shrewdly praises the beauty of die maiden he loves. Their 


explanation is as follows :— 
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“अत्र व्यवसितात्‌ गमनात्‌ निवत्तंस्वेति प्रतीतेनिषेघो वाच्य: । 
गृहागता नायिका गोत्र-स्खलिताद्यपराधिनि नायके सति ततः प्रतिगन्तु 
प्रवृत्ता, नायकेन चाटूपक्रमपूर्वक निवत्त्येते । न केवलं स्वात्मनो मम 
च निर्वृ ति-विघ्नं करोषि, यावदन्यासामपि । ततस्तव न कदाचन 
सुख-लव-लाभोऽपि भविष्यतीत्यत एव हताशासीति वल्लभाभिप्रायरूप- 
इचाट्विद्येषो saya: | 

“यदि वा सख्या उपदिइयमानाऽपि तदवधीरणया गच्छन्ती 
सख्योच्यते--त केवलमात्मनो विध्न करोषि, लाघवादबहुमानास्पद- 
मात्मानं कुवंती, अत एव हताशा, यावद्‌ वदन-चन्द्रिका-प्रकाशित- 
मार्गतया अन्यासामपि अभिसारिकाणां विघ्नं करोषीति सख्यभिप्राय- 
रूपइचाटुविशेषो व्यङ्गः ।” 

But Abhinavagupta demurs against such interpretations, 
for then this verse cannot be legitimately cited as an illustration 
of Dhyani, but if is reduced to a case of गृणीभूतव्यङ्गध where the. 
suggested sense is subordinated to -the expressed sense, which 


becomes the object of final cognition and relish. As he 
remarks :— 


'अत्र तु व्याख्यानद्येषपि व्यवसितात्‌ प्रतीपगमनात्‌ प्रियतमगृह- 
गमनाच्च निवत्तेस्वेति पुनरपि वाच्य एव विश्रन्तेर्गुणीभूतव्यङ्गप्रभेदस्य 
प्रयोरसवदलंका रस्योदाहरणमि दं स्यात, न ध्वनेः v— So he furnishes 
his own interpretation of the verse in the following words :— 

“तेनायमत्र भावः काचिद्‌ रभसात्‌ प्रियतममभिसरन्ती तद्गृहाभि- 
मुखमागच्छता तेनैव हृदय-वल्लभन एवमुपइलोक्यतेऽप्रत्यभिज्ञानच्छलेन 
अत एव आत्मप्रत्य भिज्ञापनार्थमेव नर्मवचनं ‘हताशे’ इति | अन्यासाञ्च 
विघ्नं करोषि तव चेप्सित-लाभो भविष्यतीति का प्रत्याशा । अत एव 
मदीयं वा गृहमागच्छ, त्वदीयं वा गच्छाव इत्युभयत्रापि तातृपर्य्यात्‌ 


अनुभयरूपो वल्लभाभिप्रायर्चादात्मा व्यङ्गघ्र इयत्येव व्यवतिष्ठते ।?-- 
Op. cit., pp. 75-76. 
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Mahimabhatta thus establishes the inferential character of 
the suggested sense in the above illustration :— 


“अत्र काचित्‌ कामपि निशान्धकाराभिसरण-समुद्यतां सहजसोन्दये- 
कान्तिकमनीयमुखीं सखी मालोक्य मुदितान्त:करणा प्रणयोपालम्भनिभन 
तस्यास्तां रूपसम्पदम्‌ इत्थमुपवर्णयति-इति चाटुकार्थोऽत्र प्रतीय- 
मानोऽनुमेयः । तत्र च वाच्यस्य प्रतिषेधानुपपत्तिरेव हेतुः। तदनुप- 
पत्तिश्च सम्बोधनद्वारेण उपात्तस्य मुख-शशिज्योतस्नाविलुप्त-तमो- 
तिवहत्वस्य हेतोरार्थस्यासिद्धेः, परमार्थतो मानुषो मात्रस्य तथाविधाया 
वदनेन्दुकान्तेरसभ्भवात्‌ । अतस्तस्याः तदन्यासां चाभिसारिकाणाम्‌ 
अभिसरणविघ्त एव न सम्भवतीति तत्प्रतिषेधःप्रणयप्रयासः सख्या: 
तस्याम्‌ अनर्थक एवेति प्रतिषेध-विधेरनुपपत्तिसिद्धिः। अतो au 
कान्तेयंदेतत्‌ 'विळूप्त-तमो-निवहत्वम्‌' उपात्तम्‌ तद्‌ अन्यथाऽनुपपद्यमानं 
वदनस्य कान्त्यतिरेकलक्षणमर्थान्तरमेव ASSIA अनया भङ्कग्राऽनुमा- 
पयति । कान्त्यतिरेकमन्तरेण निर्मूलस्य तदतिशयारोपस्य लोके रना- 
दृतत्वात्‌ इति तत्प्रमाणसिद्ध एवानयोः सम्बन्धो बोद्धव्यः ।-- 
Vyaktiviveka, pp. 408-409. 


TEXT 


$201 कचिद वाच्याद विभिन्न-विषयलेन व्यवस्थापितो यथा 

“कर्त वा न होइ रोसो दट्ठ,ण पिआए सव्वणं अहरम्‌। 

सममर-पउमग्चाइणि वारिअवामे सहसु ufau ॥? 

EXPOSITION 

§17. In all the previous illustrations, both the expressed 
and the suggested senses are cognised by the same person— 
viz. by the ascetic in the first illustration, by the traveller in 
the second, by the lover in the third and by the fiance'e in 
the fourth. But this illustration is cited by the author to 
show that while the expressed sense is cognised by one person,. 
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the suggested sense is cognised by quite another person, the 
substrata of the cognitions of these two senses being thus 
distinct (विभिन्त-विषय). And, thisis also another reason why the 
‘suggested sense must be held to be different from the expressed 
sense. As Abhinavagupta puts it :— 

'एवं वाच्य-व्यद्धत्रयोर्धार्मिक-पान्थ-प्रियतमाभिसारिका-विषयेक्ये$पि 
स्वरूप-भेदाद्‌ भेद इति प्रतिपादितम्‌ । अधुना तु विषय-भेदादपि 
च्यद्धप्रस्य वाच्याद्‌ भद इत्याह--क्वचिद वाच्याद्‌ इति ’’—°Locana, 
p. 76. 

The gathg is addressed to a lady by a maid-in-waiting 
in the presence of her husband: ‘‘Who is not enraged to see 
the lips of his beloved (thus ) scarred ? Now dost thou 
withstand (all the admonitions of thy husband) as thou didst 
smell the lotus with bees ( humming) init, disobeying all our 
requests to the contrary?' The husband, ignorant as he is of 
his wife's conduct, takes the maid's words at their face value, 
while the suggested sense—viz. the dalliance with her 
paramour ( whose kisses caused the scars on her lips), is 
cleverly hinted at by the maid with an eye to the lady. 
Abhinavagupta brings out a variety of suggested meanings in 
this gatha, each intended for a particular person and thus 
explains the verse :— 


“अत्रायं भाव:--काचिदविनीता कुतश्चित्‌ खण्डिताधरा निश्चित- 
ततूसविध-संनिधाने तद्भत्तेरि तमनवलोकमानयेव कयाचिद्‌ विदग्ध- 
सख्या तद्वाच्यता-परिहारायेवमुच्यते । सहस्वेदानीम्‌-इति वाच्यम- 
विनयवती विषयम्‌ । भत्तृंविषयं तु--अपराधो नास्तीति आवेद्यमानं 
व्यङ्भप्रम्‌। सहस्वेत्यपि च तद्विषयं व्यङ्गप्रम्‌ । तस्यां च प्रियतमेन 
गाढमुपाछभ्यमानायां तद्व्यलीक-र्शाङ्कित-प्रातिवेशिक-लोकविषयं 
चाविनय-प्रच्छादनेत प्रत्यायनं ISA । ततूसपत्न्यां च तदुपालम्भ- 
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तदविनय-प्रहष्टायां सोभाग्यातिशयख्यापनं प्रियाया इति शब्दबलादिति 
सपत्नीविषयं eru । सपत्नी-मध्ये इयता खलीकृताऽस्मीति लाघव- 
मात्मनि ग्रहीतुः न युक्तम्‌, प्रत्युतायं बहुमानः, वहस्व शोभस्वेदानीम्‌ इति 
सौभाग्यप्रख्यापनं Gmu । 'अद्ययं तव प्रच्छन्तानुरागिणी हृदयः 
वल्लभा इत्यं रक्षिता, पुनः प्रकटरदन-दंशव-निधिनं विधेयः'-इति 
तच्चोरय-कामुक-विषय-सम्बोधनं व्यङ्भप्रम्‌। 'इत्थं मयेतदपह्न तम्‌? 
इति स्व-वेदग्ध्यस्यापनं तटस्थ-विदग्ध-लोकविषयं व्यद्धप्रम्‌ इति। 
तदेतदुक्तं 'व्यवस्थापित'-शब्देन 1 --09. cit., pp. 77-78. 

Compare also Manikyacandra’s commentary on Mammafa's 
Kavyaprakas'a called Kavya-Prakas'a-Samketa, pp. 178-179 
(Mysore Edn.). Vidyadhara reproduces verbatim Abhinava- 
gupta’s words. See Ekavalz, pp. 46-47. 

“अत्र कांचिद्‌ विदग्धा सखी कामपि कामुकान्तिके पर-पुरुष- 
परिक्षताधर-पल्ळवामालोक्य तदसहन-स्वभावं च तं कामुकमाकलय्य 
तस्याः पर-परिभोगश ङ्का-कछ ङ्कमपाकत्तु मधरक्षतस्यान्यथा सिद्धत्वमु- 
पालम्भतिभेत तामाह्‌ । तत्र स्रण-वल्लभाधर-दलदशंतं सर्वथेव कामुक- 
लोकस्य ईर्ष्याप्रकोप-कारणं भवेदिति व्याप्ति-वचनम्‌ । तव च वारित- 
वामाया: सश्रम राम्भोजा घाण-शी लायास्तन्निबन्धनमिदमधरस्य सब्रण- 
त्वमिति पक्षधर्मोपसंहारः। सह्यतामिदानीं तस्य निजस्याविनयस्य 
विपाक: प्रियतमःप्रकोप-रूपस्त्वयेति निगमननिदेशः-इति वाच्याथे- 
विषयः साध्य-साधन-भावस्तावत्‌ स्पष्ट एव ॥ अनुभेयार्थ-विषये तु 
तस्मिन्‌ परपुरुष भोग-शङ्कानिरासः साध्यः । तस्य सञ्रमराम्भोजा- 
घ्राणसी लत्वेन सम्बोधन-समपितेन अनुमितमधर-पल्लवः परिक्षतेरव्यथा- 
सिद्धत्वम्‌ आर्थो हेतुः | तयोइ्चाविनाभाव-नियमोऽन्‌र।[गिणामध्यात्म- 
प्रमाण सिद्ध एवेति / म्‌ u—Vyraktiviveka, pp. 411-412. In this 


sage, Mahimabhatta establishes the inferential character of 
as 
y so-called suggested sense in the gathi “कस्स व~. 
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TEXT 
$१८॥ अन्ये चेवेप्रकारा वाच्याद्विभेदिनः प्रतीयमानभेदाः 
सम्भवन्ति । तेषां दिङ सात्रमेतत्‌ प्रदशि तम्‌ ॥ 
EXPOSITION 


$18. Hemacandra, in his Kav) anusasana, adds a few more 
illustrations besides those already cited by our author with a 
‘view to bringing out the difference of the suggested sense from 
the expressed sense. We quote here the relevant extracts for 
the facility of the readers :— 


“'मुख्य-गौ ण-लक्ष्यारथं-व्यतिरिक्तः प्रतीति-विषयो Says: । स च 
ध्वन्यते द्योत्यते इति ध्वनिरिति पूर्वाचार्ये: संज्ञितः। अयं च वस्त्वळंकार- 
रसादिभेदात्‌ त्रिधा । तथाहि आद्यस्तावत्‌ प्रभेदो मुख्यादिभ्योऽत्यन्तं 
भिन्न: | (१) स हि वाच्ये विधिरूपे प्रतिषेधरूपो यथा-- 

“भम धम्मिअ--' इति । 

(२) क्वचिन्निषेधे विधियंथा--'अत्ता इत्थ नु मज्जइ--' इति । . . । 
(3) क्वचिद्‌ विधौ विध्यन्तरं यथा-- 

“बहलतमा हअराई अज्ज ISAT मई गह सुण्णम्‌ | 
तह जग्गेसु सअज्जिअ न जहा अम्हे मुसिज्जामो |”! 

अत्र यथा वयं न मुष्यामहे तथा त्वं जागृहीति विध्यभिधाने रात्रिः 
रत्यन्धकारा, पतिः प्रोषितः, TE शून्यमतस्त्वमभयो मत्‌पादवेम्‌ आग- 
च्छति विध्यन्तरं प्रतीयते ॥ (४) क्वचिन्तिषधे निषेधान्तरं यथा-- 

“आसइयं अणाएण जत्तियं तत्तिएण बंधदिहिं । 
उरमसुवसह्‌ इन्हिं रकूखिज्जइ गहवईच्छित्तम्‌ ut 

-अत्र गृहपतिःक्षेत्रे दुष्ट-वृष-वारण-परे निषेध-वाक्ये उपपतिवारणं 
निषेधान्तरं प्रतीयते ।। (५) क्वचिदविधिनिषेधे विधिर्यथा 


उ. Hala’s Gahasaliasat, IV. 35 (NSP. Edn.) : “गुहु शून्यमित्य- 
नेनेहैव स्वच्छन्दमागच्छेति ध्वनितम्‌ । 61241272 Bhatta’s gloss. 
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“'महुएहिं कि च पन्थिअ जइ हरसि faaan नियम्बाओ। 

साहेमिकस्स रत्ने गामो दुरे अहं एक्का ॥”-इति । 

अत्र विधि-निषधयोरनभिधाने अहमेकाकिनी, ग्रामो दूरे 
इति विविकतोपदेशात्‌ नितम्बवासोऽपि मे हरेति विधिः प्रती यते ॥ (६) 
कवचिदविधिनिषेधे निषेधो यथा-- 

“जीविताशा बलवती धनाशा FAST मम d 
गच्छ वा तिष्ठ वा पान्थ स्वावस्था तु निवेदिता ॥”? 

-अत्र गच्छ वा तिष्ठ वेति अविधि-तिषेधे “जीविताशा बलवती 
"aret zer मम” इति वचनात्‌ “त्वया विनाहं जीवितु न झक्नोमि/- 
इत्यृपक्षेपेण गमन-निषधः प्रतीयते ॥ - (७) क्वचिद्‌ विधि-निषेधयो- 
विध्यन्तरं यथा-- 

“णिअ-दइअ-दंसनुरविखत्त पहिअ अण्णेण qe p पहेण d 
गहवइ-धूया दुल्लङ्क-वागुरा इह हयग्गामे ॥” 

अत्र अन्येन पथा asifa विधि-निषे धयोरभिधाने 'हे स्वकान्ता- 
भिरूपताविकत्थन पान्थाभिरूपक ! इहु ग्रामे भवतो गृहपति-सुता 
्रष्टव्य-रूपे'ति विध्यन्तरं प्रतीयते ॥ (८) aafaa विधिःनिषेधयो- 
निषेधान्तरं यथा-- 

“उच्चिणसु पडिअकुसुमं मा घुण सेहालिय हलिअ-सुन्हे i 
एस अवसाण-विरसो ससुरेण सुओ वलय-सहो 11” 
अत्र पतितं कुसुममुच्चिनु मा धुनीहि शेफालिकामिति विधि-निषेधयो- 
रभिधाने सखि ! चोर्यरते saat वलय-झब्दो न कक्तेव्यः--इति 
निषेधान्तर' प्रतीयते ॥ (९) क्वचिद्विधौ अनुभयं यथा-- 
“fafa वच्च किसोयरि पएण यत्तेण ढविसु ufgag | 
मज्जिहि सिविच्छयच्छणि विहिणा दुरेकण-निम्मत्चिया 11” 

-अत्र शनै्नंजेति विध्यभिधाने न विधिर्नापि निषेधः, अपि तु 

वर्णनामात्रं प्रतीयते ॥ 


ग. Dandin’s Kavyadar$a. I. 139 
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(१०) कवचिन्तिषेधेऽनुभयं यथा-- 
* देआ पसिअ...” 
(११) क्वचिद्विधि-निषेधयोरनुभयं यथा-“वच्च महं विअ” 
इति । 
(१२) क्वतषिदविधिनिषेधेऽनुभयं यथा-- 
“णह-मुह्‌-पसाहिअंगो निद्दाघूम्मन्त-लोयणो न तहा । 
जह निश्वण्णाहरोसा मलंग दूमेसि ag हिययम्‌ n” 
--विगतमत्‌्सराया मम न तथा नख-पदादि-चिह्णं भवदङ्ग- 
afg खेदावहं यथाधे-निष्पन्त-संभोगतयाऽधरदशनासंपत्तिरितीरष्या-कोप- 
गोपनमुपभोगोद्भेदेन कृतं वाच्योऽरथः। तद्वल-समुत्थस्तु सहृदयोत्‌ः 
रक्षितोऽत्यन्त वात्लभ्यान्मुख-चुम्बनपर एव तस्यास्त्वं यत्त्वदधर-खण्ड- 
नावसरोऽस्पा वराक्या न जात इति न केवल तस्या भवानतिवल्लभो 
यावद्‌ भवतोऽपि सा सुतरां रोचते इति वयमिदानीं त्वतूप्रमनिराशाः 
संजाता इति नायिकाभिप्रायो व्यङ्गयः ॥ 
(१३) aafaa वाच्याद्विभिन्त-विषयत्वेन व्यवस्थापितो यथा-- 
“कस्स व न होइ रोसो....” इति ॥ 
—Op. cit., pp. 26-34. 
TEXT 
$ १९ | द्वितीयोऽपि प्रभेदो वाच्याद्विभिन्नः सप्रपञ्चमग्रे 
दृशीयिष्यते । 
तृतीयस्तु रसादिलक्षणः प्रभेदो वाय-सामथ्यां क्षिप्तः प्रकाशते, 
न तु साक्षात्‌ शब्दव्यापार-विषय इति वाच्याद्विभिन्न एव। तथा 
हि वाचल तस्य स्वशब्द-निवेदितसेन न वा स्यात्‌, विभावादिः 
प्रतिपादन-मुखेन वा । पूर्वस्मिन पक्षे स्वशब्द-निवेदितताभावे 
रसादीनामप्रतीति-प्रसङ्गः | न च सव त्र तेषां स्वशब्द्‌-निवेदितलम्‌ | 
यत्राप्यस्ति तत्‌, तत्रापि विशिष्ठःविभावादिम्रतिपादनश्ुखेनेनेषां 
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मतीतिः। स्वशब्देन सा केवलमनूद्यते, न तु तत्कृताः। 
विषयान्तरे तथा तस्या अदशनात्‌। न हि केवल-शज्ञरादि- 
शब्दमात्रभाजि विभावादि-प्रतिपादन-रहिते काव्ये मनागपि रसवत्व- 
प्रतीतिरस्ति । यतश्च स्वाभिधानमन्तरेण केनलेभ्योऽपि विभावा- 
दिभ्यो विशिष्टेभ्यो रसादीनां प्रतीतिः । ` केवलाच्च स्वाभिधानांद्‌- 
प्रतीति:। तस्मादन्वय-व्यतिरेकाभ्याम्‌ अभिधेय-सामथ्या क्षिप्तसमेंब 
रसादीनां, न तु अभिषेयर्तं कथञ्चित्‌-इति तृतीयोऽपि प्रभेदो 
वाच्याइ भिन्न एवेति स्थितम्‌ । वाच्येन wer सहेव प्रतीतिरित्यग्रे 
दी यिष्यते ॥ 
EXPOSITION 

§ 19. द्वितीयोऽपि प्रभेद:—refersto that variety where the sugges- 
ted sense is in the form of a figure of speech (अलंकार), which 
is reducible to a particular kind of relation (सम्बन्ध) as subsis- 
ting between the व्यांच्यार्थ and the erga. अग्न दश यिष्यते-4 
the suggestion of अलंकार'$ is much more varied and complex 
than that of mere वस्तु (fact), it is dealt with in extenso in the 
Second Uddyota, a major portion of which is devoted to the 
discussion of the nature of अलंकार वन्ति: As Abhinavagupta 
observes :--अग्र इति । द्वितीयोहयोते 'असंलक्ष्यक्रमव्यद्धत्र: क्रमेण 
चोतित: परः’ (ध्वन्या २।४ ) इति विवक्षितान्यपर-वाच्यस्य द्वितीय- 
प्रभदवर्णनावसरे | यथा हि विधि-निषेध-तदनुभयात्मना रूपेण संकलय्य 
वस्तुध्वनिः संक्षेपेण सुवचः, तथा नालंकारध्वनिः, अलंकाराणां भूय- 
स्त्वात्‌ । अत एवोक्तं सप्रपञ्चमिति U—oOp. cit, p. 78. 

तृतीयस्तु रसादिलक्षण:.......- इति वाच्याद्विभिन्न wa—The - 

patticle तु (तृतीयस्तु) serves to differentiate the third variety 
of suggestion of रस, भाव etc. from the previous two 
categories. For while वस्तु and अलकार can be at times 
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conveyed through denotation, रस, भाव etc. are always suggest- 
ed. See Supra. “तु-शब्दो व्यतिरेके । वस्त्वलकारावपि शब्दाभि- 
धयत्वमध्यासाते तावत्‌। रस-भाव-तदाभास-तत्‌प्रशमाः पुनः न 
कदाचिदभिधीयन्ते, अथ चास्वाद्यमान-प्राणतया भान्ति। तत्र ध्वनन- 
व्यापारादृते नास्ति कल्पनान्तरम्‌ । स्खळद_-गतित्वाभावे मुख्यार्थ 
वाधादेरुक्षणा निवन्धनस्यानाशङ्कुनी यत्वात्‌ 1" — Locana, p. 78.1 

It is ‘interesting to note here that while the 
followers of the Dhvani school hold that रस, भाव etc. must 
always be suggested, Udbhata, the reputed author of the 
Kavyalamkara-Sira-Samgraha, explicitly states that रस (accor- 
ding to him a variety of अलंकार) can be expressed in five 
different ways—viz. through स्व-शद, स्थायि-भाव, संचारि-भाव, 
विभाव and अभिनय. Thus, according to him, if any senti- 
ment is expressed though the general term रस or through any 


of the particular terms like श्रृङ्गार, करुण etc, there would be 


no impediment in the way of our realisation of the sentiment. 
Compare :— 


रसवद्दर्शित-स्पष्ट-श्युद्धुरादि-रसोदयम्‌ । 
स्वशब्द-स्थायि-सञ्चारि-विभावाभिनयास्पदम्‌ ti 
श्युद्धार-हास्य -करुण-रोद्र-वीर-भयानका: । 
बीभत्साऱद्व त-शान्तारच नव नाटय़ रसा: स्मृताः ॥।” 
— Kayyalamkara-Sara-Samgraha, IV. 3-4. 
(Bombay Sans. Series Edn. p. 52.) 


Pratiharenduraja’s commentary on the above verses is as. 
follows :— 


I. Compare: “'प्रागसत्त्वाद्रसादेर्तो बोधिके लक्षणाभिधे । 
किंच मुस्यार्थवाधस्य विरहादपि लक्षणा u^ 
—ViSvaratha’s Sahitya-Darpana, V. 3: 
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“एषां च श्ुद्खारादीनां नवानां स्व-शव्दादिभिः पञ्चभिरवगति- 
Q 
भवति । यदुक्तं भट्टोज्भूठे तः--'पञ्चरूपा रसा’ इति। तत्र स्व- 


I. The quotation 'पज्चरूपाः रसाः’ attributed to Udbhata 
cannot be traced to any known work. Most probably it is 
from Udbhata’s lost commentary on Bhamaha’s Kavyalamkara 
or from his commentary on Bharata’s Najya-S‘astra, which too 
is lost. That Udbhata wrote a commentary on the Natya- 
S'asira is attested by the following verse :— 

'व्याख्यातारो भारतीये लोल्लटोद्‌भट-शङ्कू,काः | 

भट्टाभिनवगुप्तञ्च श्रीमान्‌ कीर्त्तिध रोऽपरः ॥ —S/aradatanaya’s. 
Bhüvapraküs'a It is to be noted that the same quotation is 
found in the commentary on Hemacandara's Kauyanus'asana: 
“रसादेः स्व-शब्दोक्तिः क्वचित्‌ स चारि-वर्जं दोषः'-0%- ci, III, on 
which Hemacandra himself comments- एतेन-“रसवद्‌ दर्शित- 
स्पष्ट-शु ङ्गारादिरसोदयम्‌ | स्व-शब्द-स्थायि-स चारि-विभावाभिनयास्पदम्‌ — 
इत्येतद्‌-व्याख्यानावंसरे यद्‌ भट्टोद्भटेन 'पञ्चरूपा रसा' इत्युपक्रम्य 'स्व-शब्दाः 
शुङ्गारादेर्वाचकाः शुङ्गारादयः शब्दाः इत्युवतम्‌ , तत्‌ प्रतिक्षिप्तम्‌ ।-- 
Op. cit., pp. 110-111. ( NSP. Edn.). 

Kuntaka in his Vakvoktijqwita criticises in sarcastic terms the 
fantastic view of Udbhata, that रस, भाव etc. can be expressed 
through denotation (i.e. स्व-शब्दवाच्य ): “यदपि कैडिचत्‌-'स्व-शब्दस्थायि 
संचारि-विभावाभिनयास्पदम' इत्यने न पूर्वमेव लक्षणं (ie. रसवद्‌ दशितस्पष्ट 
शुद्भारादि-रसोदयम्‌'--इति भामहकृतं लक्षणम्‌) विशेषितम्‌, तत्र स्व-शब्दास्पदत्व 
रसाताम्‌ अपरिगतपूर्वमस्माकम्‌ । ततस्त एव रस सर्व॑स्वसमाहितचेतसस्तत्‌- 
परमाथंविदो विद्वांसः परं प्रष्टव्याः-किं स्व-शब्दास्पदत्वं रसानामुत रसवतः 
इति । तत्र पूर्वस्मिन्‌ cet रस्यन्ते इति रसास्ते स्वशब्दास्पदास्तेषु तिष्ठन्तः 
गुङ्जारादिष वर्त्तमानाः सन्तस्तजज्ञरास्वाद्यन्ते । तदिदमुक्तं भवति--यत्‌ स्व- 
शब्दैरमिधोयमाना: श्रुतिपथमवतरन्तः चेतनानां चर्वंण-चमत्‌कारं कुर्वैन्तीत्यनेन 
न्यायेन घृतपूरप्रभृतयः पदार्थाः स्वशब्दैरमिधीयमानास्तदास्वादसम्पद सम्पा- 
दयन्तीत्येवं सर्व॑स्य कस्यचित्‌ उपभोगसुखार्थिनः तैरुदारचरितैरयत्नेनैव तदभिधान- 
मात्रादेव त्रैलोक्य-राज्य-सम्पत्सौख्य-समृद्धिः प्रतिपाद्यते इति नमस्तेभ्यः । 
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शब्दा: श्वुज्धारादेवाचका: JHIA: शब्दा:। स्थायिनो रसाना- 
मुपादान-कारण-प्रख्या रत्यादयो नव भावाः। संचारिणस्तु निर्वेदा- 
दयो रसानामवस्थाविशेषरूपा:। विभावास्तु तेषां निमित्त-कारणभूता 
योषिदादय: त्रहृतु-माल्यानुलेपनादयश्च | आल्लिकादयस्तु चत्वा रो रसानां 
कार्यभूता अभिनयाः। एतेषां च स्व-शब्दादीनां समस्त-व्यस्ततंया आस्पद- 
त्वात्‌ येन काव्येन स्फुटरूपतया श्शृङ्गारादि-रसाविर्भावो दशयते तत्‌ 
का व्यं रसवत्‌ । रसाः खल्‌ तस्यालंकार: 1” —The illustrations given 
by Udbhata from his lost Kumarasambhava are as follows :— 

“इति भावयतस्तस्य समस्तान्‌ पार्वेतीगुणान्‌ । 

संभृतानल्प-संकल्पः HAI: प्रबलोऽभवत्‌ ॥ 

स्विद्यताउपि स गात्रेण वभार पुलकोत्‌करम्‌ । 

कदम्ब-कलिकाकोश-केशर-प्रक रोपमम्‌ ।। 

क्षणमोत्सुक्य-गर्भिं ण्या चिन्ता-निश्चलया क्षणम्‌ | 

क्षणं प्रमोदालसया दृशाऽस्यास्यमभूष्यत [i^ 
Pratiharenduraja thus explains them :— 

“कदम्बकलिकाकोशः कदम्बकलिकाभ्यन्तरम्‌ | अत्र भगवत 
आभिलाषिकविप्रलम्भश्ृद्गारो निबद्धः । तस्य स्व-शब्दः कन्दर्पः प्रबल 
इति । स्थायी तत्रेव स्व-शब्देनैवोन्मीलितः कन्दर्पं इति। रतिः 
परिपोषात्मको हि Jg रसः। रतिश्च यूनोमन्मथात्मिका । 
अतो रति-विशेषस्य वाचकत्वात्‌ कन्दपेशब्द: स्थायिनोऽत्र स्व-शब्दः । 
संचारिणश्च औत्सुक्य-चिन्ता-हर्षाः स्व-शब्देनोन्मीलिताः । स्वेद- 
रोमाञ्चौ च सात्त्विकौ स्व-शब्दोपात्तौ। तयोरपि च संचारित्वम्‌ । 
सात्त्विकानां स्थायि-भावावस्था-विशेषत्वेन निर्वेदादिवत्‌ सञ्चारित्वात्‌ । 
विभावस्तु भावयतस्तस्येति निर्दिष्टः । भगवती हि तत्तद्गुणोपेतत्वेन 
विभाव्यमाना विभावः | अभिनयस्तु अत्र अपा ङ्गाभिनयो निर्दिष्ट:-- 


दृशा इति। अतोऽत्राभिलाषिकः शृङ्गाररसः स्व-शब्दादिभिः पञ्चभिर- 
भिव्यज्यते 1” —/Ibid., pp. 53-54. Thus Udbhata's view about 
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rasa runs counter to that of the Dhvani theorists, who hold 
it as a grave defect of a poem if any rasa or the स्थायिभाव 
or संचारिभाव pertaining to it is expressed through the 
denotative power of words. So Mammata says “व्यभिचारिरस- 
स्थायिभावानां राव्दवाच्यता'-Kavya-Praka'sa, VII. 60. Thus 
itis not improbable that the present section of the DAvanyaloka 
is directed against Udbhata's position. 

नहि केवल. . . . मनागपि रसवत्त्व-प्रतीतिरस्ति-प4 the senti- 
ments like श्ुद्भधार etc, been liable to be conveyed through 
the expressive or Denotative power (अभिधा-व्यापार ) of words 
i mere perusal of the verse—“ द्भा र-हास्य-करुण रोद्रवी र- 


भयानका: | TATA त-शान्ताश्च नाटय नव रसा: स्मृताः ॥-- 
would have given rise to the realisation of all the different 


sentiments. But this is not so. Consequently it must be granted 
that the realisation of the aesthetic emotions depends on 
the proper presentation of faata’s, अनुभाव 5 and संचारि-भाव’ऽ 
through words embellished with attractive figures of speech. 

वाच्येन त्वस्य . . . . इत्यग्रे दशं यिष्यते--रस, भाव etc. are called 
असंलक्ष्य-क्र TAF in contradistinction with वस्तु and अलंकार 


that are styled संलक्ष्य-क्रम-व्यद्धत्र, for in the case of the 
former group no sequence is observable between the cognition 


of the expressed sense (viz. विभाव*, अनुभाव s, and संचारिभाव'ऽ) 
and the final aesthetic relish. Compare :— 

“रस-भाव-तदाभास-भावशान्त्यादिरक्रमः । 

ध्वनेरात्माऽङङ्गिभावेन भासमानो व्यवस्थितः Uu —Dhyanyaloka, 
IL 3. Also: 'त खल्‌ विभावानुभाव-व्यभिचारिण एव रसः, अपि 
तु रसस्तै रित्यस्ति क्रमः, स तु लाघवात्न लक्ष्यते 1’ —Karyaprakas’a, 
IV. Abhinavagupta thus brings out the significance of the 
indeclinable particle इव in सहेव-- 
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“इव-शब्देत विद्यमानोऽपि क्रमो न संलक्ष्यते--इति तद्‌ दर्शयति UU 
—Op. cit, p. 84. 
TEXT 
$२०। कांव्यस्यात्सा स एवार्थस्तथा चादिकवेः पुरां | 
क्रो अ्च-दवन्द्र-वियोगोत्थः शोकः श्लोकत्वमागतः; ॥ ५४ 
बिविधःवाव्य-वाचक-रचना-प्रपञ्च-चारुणः काव्यस्य स एवाथः 
सारभूतः। तथा चादिकवेर्वाल्मोकेः निहत-सहचरी-विरहकातर- 
क्रोञ्चाक्रन्द्जनितः शोक एव इलोकतया परिणतः। शोको हि 
करुण-रस-स्थायिभावः। प्रतीयमानस्य चान्यभेद-दशनेऽपि रस- 
भाव मुखेनेवोपलक्षण' प्राधान्यात्‌ di 
EXPOSITION 

$20. स एवार्थ:-Though सः ought to refer to the Sugges- 
ted sense, in general, yet in the present Karika the third variety 
of suggestion—viz. रसध्वनि, is mainly in view in consonance 
with what follows. As Abhinavagupta observes :— 

“स एवेति प्रतीयमानमात्र$पि प्रक्रान्ते तृतीय एव रसध्वनिरिति 
मन्तव्यम्‌, इतिहास-बलात्‌ प्रक्रान्त-वृत्तिग्रन्थबलाच्च । तेन रस एव 
वस्तुत आत्मा, वस्त्वलक्रार-ध्वनी तु सर्वथा रसं प्रति पर्यवस्येते इति 
वाच्यादुतूकृष्टो तो इत्यभिप्रायेण “ध्वनि: काव्यस्यात्मा’ इति सामान्ये- 
नोक्तम्‌ 1’’—Locana, p. 85. 

The second half of the above karika is meant as an illus- 


tration of the proposition that रसध्वनि is the soul of a poem. 
In the Ramayana, it is the करुण-रस or tragic emotion that 


= Compare: 'तामभ्यगच्छद्रुदितानसारी मुनिः कुशेध्माहरणाय यातः | 
निषाद-विद्धाण्डज-दर्शनोत्थः इलोकत्वमापद्यत यस्य शोकः dU 
——Raghu. XIV. 70 
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pervades the whole poem. In the Fourth Uddyota of the 
Dhyanyaloka Anandavardhana states :— 

“प्रवस्थे चाङ्गी रस एक एवोपनिबध्यमानो$थेविशेषलाभं छायाति- 
aa च पुष्णाति। कस्मिन्निवेति चेतु--यथा रामायणे यथा वा 
महाभारते । रामायणे हि करुणो रसः स्वयमादिकाविना सूतरित:-- 
“शोकः इलोकत्वमागतः? इत्येवंवादिना । निर्व्यूढरच स एव सीतात्यन्त- 
वियोगपर्यन्तमेव स्वप्रबन्धमुपरचयता ।।-07. cit., pp. 529-30. 

“क्रौञ्चद्वन्टृ. . . . रलोकत्वमागतः U— The Rimiyana is the 
outward manifestation and embodiment of the poet's tragic 
emotion ( करुण-रस ) that was aroused by the pitiful cries of 
the Krauñca bird at the sight of its consort ( क्रौञ्ची ) being 
pierced to death by an arrow of the fowler. The term श: 
has to be construed with क्रोञ्च in the compound pagg- 
वियोगोत्थः and not with आदिकवे:- Abhinavagupta gives 
reasons for this construction in the following passage :— 

“क्रौञ्चस्य द्वन्द्ववियोगेन सहचरी-हननोद्भूतेत साहचर्य-ध्वंसनेन 
उत्थितो यः शोक: स्थायिभावो निरपेक्षभावत्वात्‌ विप्रलम्भशश्युज्ञारो- 
चित-रतिस्थायिभावाद्‌ अन्य एव । स एव तथाभूतविभाव-तदुत्था- 
क्रन्दाद्यनुभावचवेणया हृदय-संवाद-तन्मयीभवनक्रमाद्‌ आस्वाद्यमानतां 
प्रतिपन्तः करुणरसरूपतां लौकिक्र-शोक-व्यतिरिकतां स्वचित्तद्रुति- 
समास्वाद्यसारां प्रतिपन्नः रसपरिपूर्णकुम्भोच्चलनवत्‌ चित्तवृत्ति- 
निःष्यन्दस्वभाव-वागूविलापादिवच्च समयानपेक्षत्वेऽपि चित्तवृत्ति- 
व्यञ्जकत्वात्‌ इति नयेन अक्ृतकतयेव आवेशवशात्‌ समुचितशब्द- 
च्छन्दोवृत्तादिनियन्त्रित-इलोक रूपतां प्राप्तः 

“मा निषाद प्रतिष्ठां त्वमगमः शाञ्वतीः समाः | 

यत्‌ क्रौञ्च-मिथुनादेकमवधीः काममो हितम्‌ ॥' इति | 
नतु मुनेः शोक इति मन्तव्यम्‌ । एवं हि सति तद्दुःखेन सोऽपे दुःखित 
इति कृत्वा रसस्यात्मतेति निरवकाशं भवेत्‌ । न च दुःखसन्तप्तस्येषा 
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दशेति। एवं चवेणोचित-शोक-स्थायिभावात्मक-क रुणरस-समुच्चलन- 
स्वभावत्वात्‌ स एव काव्यस्यात्मा सारभूतस्वभावोऽपरशब्द-वैलक्षण्य- 
कारकः। एतदेवोक्तं हृदयदर्पणे-'यावत्‌ git न WW तावन्नेव 
चमत्यमुम्‌ । 0. cit., pp. 85-87. 

Thus, every true poem is merely ihe expression of the 
poet’s overflowing emotion and is a medium to transmit this 
emotion to the readers in succession, and it is because of this 
that emotions ( रस ) are truly styled as the soul of; poetic 
composition. This idea has been admirably represented by 
Abhinavagupta in his scholium known as Abhinava-Bharat? on 
Bharata’s Natya-S astra, VI. 42 :— 

“यथा बीजाद्‌ भवेद्‌ वृक्षो वृक्षात्‌ पुष्पं फलं तथा | 

तथा मूलं रसाः सर्वे तेभ्यो भावा व्यवस्थिताः 1” 
— The readings of the commentary are extremely corrupt and 
obscure though the purport thereof is sufficiently clear :— 

“बीजं यथा वृक्षमूलत्वेन स्थितं तथा रसास्तन्मूलादिप्रीति (?) 

qia व्युत्पत्तिरिति त( क ? )-तरे च व्याख्यानार्हात्‌ कविगत- 
साधारणीभूत संविन्मूलश्च काव्य-पुरःसरो नटव्यापारः संव च संवित्‌ 
परमार्थतो रसः, सामाजिकस्य च ततूप्रतीत्या वशीकृतस्य पश्चादा- 
वापोद्धार-बुद्धया विभावादिप्रतीतिरिति प्रयोजने नाट्य काव्ये 
सामाजिक-धियि च । एवं मूलवीजस्थानीयात्‌ कविगतो रसः। कविहिं 
सामाजिक-चुल्य एव | तत एवोक्तम्‌ 

‘sqrt चेत्‌ कविः काव्ये-”इत्याद्यानन्दवर्धनाचायण । ततो 
ृक्ष-स्थानीयं काव्यम्‌ । तत्र पुष्पादि-स्थानीयोऽभिनयादि-नटव्यापारः। 
तत्र फलस्थानीयः सामाजिक-रसास्वादः। तेन रसमयमेव विश्वम्‌ ॥” 
—Op. cit., Vol. I. p. 295. (GOS. Edn.) 


प्रतीयमानस्य च ...... SHIFTRT— Compare :-— 
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“ब्यङ्गय-व्यञ्जक-भावेऽस्मिन्‌ विविधे सम्भवत्यपि । 
रसादिमय एकस्मिन्‌ कविः स्यादवधानवान्‌ i7 

—Dhvanyaloka, IV. 5. 
Also, ‘aa: परिपाकवतां कवीनां रसादितात्पर्यविरहे व्यापार 
एवं न MNÀ’ — Dhvanyaloka-Vrtti, Uddyota IT. p. 497. 
TEXT 
३ २१। सरस्वतो le तदर्थवस्तु 
निःष्यन्दमाना महतां कवीनाम्‌ | 
अलोकसामान्यमभिऽ्यनक्ति 
परिस्फुरन्तं प्रतिभाविशेषम्‌ ॥६॥ 


तह वस्तु-तत्त्व निःष्यन्दमाना महतां कवीनां भारती अलोक- 
सामान्यं प्रतिभा-विशेषः परिस्फुरन्तमभिव्यनक्ति। येनास्मिन्नति- 
विचित्र-कविपरस्परावाहिनि संसारे कालिदास-परश्तयो द्वित्राः 
पञ्चषा वा महाकवय इति गण्यन्ते ॥ 
EXPOSITION 
§ 21. ‘The Goddess of learning herself, out of divine grace, 
so weaves out the theme overflowing : with emotion, the 
quintessence of poetic art, to devise which no conscious effort 
is needed on the part of the poet, as to reveal the light of the 
poet’s genius that shines forth with a transcendent halo.’ The 
same thought is repeated in the following Kariké of the 
Dhvanyaloka :— 
“प्रतायन्तां वाचो निमित-विविधार्थामित-रसा 
न सादः aden: कविभिरनवद्ये स्वविषये | 
परस्वादानेच्छा-विरत-मनसो वस्तु सुकवेः 
सरस्वत्येवे षा घटयति यथष्टं भगवती IV. 17. 
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—which has been explained in the Vrtti as follows :— 
“येषां सुकवीनां प्राक्तन-पुण्याभ्यास-परिपाकवशेत प्रवृत्तिस्तेषां 
परोपरचितार्थ-निःस्पुहाणां स्व-व्यापारो न क्वचिदुपयुज्यते। सेव 
भगवती सरस्वती स्वयमभिमतमर्थमाविर्भावयति। एतदेव हि 
महाकवित्वं महाकवीनाम्‌ Uu 
The production of a great genius is marked by spon- 
taneity while that of a talent is laboured and forced. Compare 
Abhinavagupta's comment :— 
“निःष्यन्दमानेति | दिव्यमानन्दरसं स्वयमेव प्रस्नुवाना इत्यर्थः । 
यदाह भट्टनायकः 
“वाग्धनुदु ग्ध एतं हि रसं यद्बालतृष्णया । 
तेन नास्य समः स स्याद्‌ दुह्यते योगिभिहि WU" 
तदावेशेन विनाप्याक्रान्त्या हि योगिभिदू ह्यते । अत एव-- 
“यं सर्वशेलाः परिकल्प्य वत्स मेरो स्थिते दोग्घरि दोहदक्षे । 
भास्वन्ति रत्तानि महौषधीश्च पृथूपदिष्टां दुदुहुधेरित्रीम्‌ ॥” 
इत्यनेन साराग्रप्रवस्तुपात्रत्वं हिमवत उक्तम्‌ ॥।”-- 
Op. cit., pp. 91-92. 
Bhatta-Tauta, in his lost Kgvya-Kautuka, has thus defined 
प्रतिभा and differentiated it from other intellectual functions like 


प्रज्ञा, मति, स्मृति etc. :— 

“स्मृतिव्येतीत-विषया मतिरागामिगोचरा। 
बुद्धिस्तात॒कालिकी प्रोक्ता प्रज्ञा त्रकालिको मता । 
प्रज्ञा नव-नवोन्मेष-शालिनी प्रतिभा मता | 
तदनुप्राणना-जी वद्‌-वर्णनानिपुणः कविः ॥ 
तस्य कर्म स्मृतं काव्यम्‌” 

Note also Vyaktiviveka :— 
“रसानुगुण-शब्दा्थ-चिन्ता-स्तिमित-चेतसः। 
क्षणं स्वरूप-स्पर्शोत्था प्रज्ञेव प्रतिभा कवेः ।। 


इति u 
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सा हि चक्षुभंगवतस्तृतीयमिति गीयते । 
येन साक्षात्‌ करोत्येष भावांस्त्रकाल्यवत्तिन: 1” 
—Op. cit., II. 117-118. + 
कालिदास-प्रभृतयो . . ..महाकवय इति गण्यन्ते--1 is because of 
this spark of genius that a few, amidst the great concourse of 


poets, like Kālidāsa, are styled mahakavi. Compare :— 
“पुरा कवीनां गणना-प्रस ङ्ग कनिष्ठिकाऽविष्ठित-कारिदासा। 
अद्यापि तत्तुल्य-कवेरभावादनामिका सार्थवती बभूव dU 
So Also :— 
“मुक्‍तके कवयो$नन्‍्ता: संघाते कवयः शतम्‌ | 
महाप्रबन्धे तु कविरेको द्वौ यदि वा aa” 
—Rajas’ekhara’s Kavya-Mjmamsa. 
ह्वत्राः-द्वौ वा त्रयो वा। पञ्चषाः-पञ्च वा षड्‌ qT—Bahu- 
vrihi compounds by the 57/7८—संख्ययाऽ व्ययासन्नादूराधिकसंख्याः 
AÀ’ — Panini, VI. 2. 25. The समासान्त suffix डच्‌ is added by 
the rule : 'बहुब्रोहो संख्येये डजबहुगणात्‌, V. 4.73. 
TEXT 
$२२। इद चापरं प्रतीयमानस्यार्थस्य सद्भाव-साधनं रमाणम्‌ 
0 Ñ A 
शुब्दार्थशासन-ज्ञान-मात्रणेव न वेदयते | 
वेद्यते ल तु काव्यार्थ-तस्वज्ञ रेव केवलम्‌ ॥७॥ 


सोड्थों यस्मात्‌ कवरो काव्याथ-तत्वज्ञरव ज्ञायत | यदि च 

एच्यरूप एवासावर्थ: स्यात्‌ तह वाच्य-वाचकरूप-परिज्ञानादेव 

1 Compare: ‘dd खलु पुनः समयेन d भगवन्तमाविभूंत-शव्द- ब्रह्म- 

प्रकाशम्‌ ऋषिमुपस गम्य भगवान्‌ पद्मययोनिरवोचत्‌--ऋषे प्रबुद्धो$सि वागात्मनि 

mata | तद्‌ ब्रूहि रामचरितम्‌ | अव्याहत-ज्योतिराष ते प्रातिभं चक्ष: । 
आद्यः कविरसि t —Uttararamacarita. Act II. 
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तत्प्रतीतिः स्यात] अथ च वाच्य-वाचक-लक्षणमात्र-कृत श्रपाणां 
काव्य-तत्त्वाथे-पावना-विमुखानां सर-श्रुत्यादि-लक्षणमिवाप्रगीतानां 
गान्धर्व-लक्षण-विदामगोचर एवासावर्थः ॥ 
EXPOSITION 

$22. The present karika too supplies another reason why 
the suggested sense must be held to be distinct from the 
expressed sense. While the expressed sense of a sentence can 
be cognised by anybody who is acquainted with the conven- 
tional meaning ( संकेतितार्थ ) of the words, it is only the 
connoisseurs (सहृदय ) alone who are able to grasp the suggested 
sense. Had the suggested sense been identical with the 
expressed sense, even the lay-men would not have failed to 
understand it. This is further clarified by an illustration drawn 
from the science of music (गान्धवे-विद्या ) Just as those 
un-initiated into the art of music (अप्रगीत) cannot fully 
appreciate the difference between the various notes and 
melodies, as propounded in theory, in a particular musical 
performance, howsoever well-versed they might be in the 
theories of musical science and difinitions of the various elements. 
like स्वर, श्रु ति etc. thereof, so is it with the suggested sense. 


Mammata in his Kavya-Prakas'a reproduces almost verbatim 
the arguments of the Dhvanikara for positing the existence of 
the suggested sense, supplementing them with a,few more of 
his own :— 

“अपि च वाच्यो$्थ: सर्वान्‌ प्रतिपत्तन्‌ प्रत्येकरूप एवेति नियतोऽसो t 
नहि “ातोऽस्तमर्कः? इत्यादौ वाच्योऽर्थः क्वचिदन्यथा भवति ¦ प्रतीय- 
मानस्तु तत्तत्‌-प्रकरण-वक्तृ-प्रतिपत्तादिविशेषसहायतया नानात्वं भजते । 
तथा च 'गतोऽस्तमकंः' इत्यतः सपत्नं प्रत्यवस्कन्दनावसर इति, अभि- 
सरणमुपक्रम्यतामिति, प्राप्तप्रायस्ते प्रेयानिति, कमं-करणान्निवर््तामहः 
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इति, सान्ध्यो विधिरुपक्रम्यतामिति, सन्तापोऽधुना न भवतीति, 
विक्रयवस्तूनि संह्लियन्ताम्‌ इति, नागतोऽद्यापि प्रेयान्‌ इत्यादिः 
रनवधिव्यं grist: तत्र तत्र प्रतिभाति । 

'वाच्यःव्य ्गचयो निःदेषेत्यादौ निषेध-विध्यात्मना, 'मात्सयेमुत्‌- 
साय विचार्यं ada आर्याः समर्यादमुदाहरन्तु। सेव्या नितम्बाः 
किमु भूधराणामुत स्मर-स्मे र-विलासिनीनाम्‌ ॥--इत्या दौ संदाय-शान्त- 
ज्शरङ्भार्यन्यत र-निश्चयरूपेण, 

'कथमवनिप ! दर्पो यन्निशातासिधारा- 
दळन-गलित-मूर्ध्ता विद्विषां स्वीकृता श्रीः । 

ननु तव निहतारेरप्यसौ किं न नीता 
त्रिदिवमपगता ङ्गेवल्लभा कीत्ति रेभिः ॥' 

_इत्यादौ निन्दास्तुति-वपुषा स्वरूपस्य; पूर्वंपश्चाद्भावेन प्रतीतेः 
कालस्य, शब्दाश्रयत्वेन शब्द-तदेकदेश-तदर्थ-वर्ण-सं HEM AAT 
चाश्रयस्य, शब्दानुशासनज्ञानेन प्रक रणा दिसहायप्रतिभा-ने मंल्यसहितेन 
तेन चावगम इति निमित्तस्य, बोद्धमात्र-विदग्ध-व्यपदेश्ययोः प्रतीतिमात्र- 
AIRAA करणात्‌ कार्यस्य, 'गतोःस्तमक:' इत्यादो प्रदर्शितनयेत 
संख्यायाः, 'कस्स व ण होइ रोसो'-इत्यादौ सखी-तत्कान्ता दिगतत्वेन 
विषयस्य च भदेऽपि यद्येकत्वं qq ववचिदपि नीलपीतादौ भेदो न स्यात्‌ | 
उक्तं हि--'अयमेव हि भेदो भदहेतुर्वा यह्विरुद्वधर्माध्यासः कारण- 
"asd ।'-इति ।”—Op. cit., Ucchvisa V. 

All these arguments have been summed up by Vi$vanatha 
in the following karika :— 

“बोद्ध -स्वरूप-संख्या-निमित्त-कार्य-प्रतीतिकालानाम्‌ 1 


आश्रय-विषयादीनां भेदाड्डिल्नोईभिधयतो व्यद्धुत्र: ॥” 
—Sahityadarpana, V. 2 


TEXT 
३ २३। एवं बाच्य-व्यतिरेकिणो व्यङ्गस्य सद्भाव प्रतिपाद् 
Q A> iS 
ब्राधान्य तस्यैवेति astata— 
5 
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सोऽर्थस्तदव्यक्ति-साम्ययोगी TESLA कश्चन | 
यत्नतः प्रत्यमिज्ञयो तो शुब्दाथों महाकवेः ॥८॥ 


पोऽथस्तदव्यक्ति-सामथ्ययोगी शब्दश्च कश्चन, न A 
मात्रम्‌ | तावेव शब्दाथो महाकवेः प्रत्यभिज्ञेयां। ARASH 
भ्यामेव सुप्रयुक्ताभ्यां महाकविललाभो महाकवीनां, न वाच्यः 


वबाचक-रचनामात्र ण ॥ 
EXPOSITION 

§ 23. In the preceding section the Karikakara has endea- 
voured to show and has finally established the separate 
existence of the suggested sense. In the present karika he is. 
going to prove that it is the suggested sense alone that is. 
predominant in a poem. 

सोऽथः महाकवे:--11० prospective mahakavi should always. 
select words with an eye to the nature of the suggested sense 
and should not rest satisfied with the combination of words 
that convey no other sense besides their convential meanings. 
To him the suggested sense alone is the sense par excellence, 
and those words alone matter that are capable of suggesting if. 


व्यज््प्र-व्यञ्जकाभ्यामेव . . .. महाकवीनाम्‌--09. 
“मुख्या महाकवि-गिरामलंकृतिभूतामपि । 
प्रती यमानच्छायैषा भूषा लज्जेव योषिताम्‌ 1’ 
—Dhvanyaloka, IIT. 37. 


Kuntaka, even though he does not concur with the Dhyani- 
kara in positing the suggested sense as anything different in 
nature from the expressed sense, is keen enough to note the 
difference in vocabulary and import of a truly great poem 
from those in ordinary use. We quote here the following. 
extract from his Vakroktijtyita though somewhat long, for the 
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convenience of readers and we hope it will serve as a 
commentary on the present Karika ;— 
"exp विवक्षितार्थेक-वाचकोऽन्येषु सतूस्वपि। 
अर्थः सहृदयाह्णादकारि-स्वस्पन्दसुन्दरः |” 
~स शब्दः काव्ये यस्तत्समुचित-समस्तसामग्रीकः। कीदृक्‌ ?-- 
विवक्षितार्थेकवाचकः। विवक्षितो योऽसौ वक्तुमिष्टोऽर्थस्तदेकवाचकः, 
तस्ये कः केवल एव AVG: | कथम्‌ ? अन्येषु सत्स्वपि | अपरेषु तद्‌- 
वाचकेषु बहुष्वपि विद्यमानेषु । तथा च सामान्यान्मना वक्तुमभिप्रेतो 
योऽर्थस्तस्य विशेषाभिधायी शब्द: सम्यग्‌वाचकतां न प्रतिपद्यते । 
यथा 
'कल्लोल-वेल्लित-दृषत्‌-परुष-प्रहारे 
रत्नान्यमूनि मकराकर माऽवमंस्थाः | 
कि कौस्तुभेन भवतो विहितो न नाम 
याच्‌ञा-प्रसारितकरः पुरुषोत्तमोऽपि ॥! 

अत्र रत्न-सामान्योत्कर्षाभिधानमुपक्रान्तम्‌ । कोस्तुभेनेति रत्न- 
विशेषोत्कर्षाभिधानमुपसंहरतीति प्रक्रमोपसंहार-वेषम्यं न शोभाति- 
शयमावहृति। न चेतद्‌ वक्‍तु शक्यते--यः करिचित्‌ विशोषे गुणग्राम- 
गरिमा विद्यते स सर्वः सामान्येऽपि सम्भवत्येवेति । यस्मात्‌-“वाजि- 
वारण-लोहानां काष्ठपाषाण-वाससाम्‌। नारी-पुरुष-तोयानामन्त रं 
महदन्तरम्‌ ॥” . . . .कवि-विवक्षित-विशेषाभि धान-क्षमत्वमेव वाचकत्व- 
लक्षणम्‌ ; यस्मात्‌ प्रतिभायां तत्‌कालोल्लिखितेन केनचित्‌ परिस्पन्देन 
परिस्फुरन्तः पदार्थाः प्रक्ृतःप्रस्ताव-समुचितेन केनचिदुत्‌कषण वा 
समाच्छादित-स्वभावाः सन्तो विवक्षा-विधयत्वेन अभिधेयतापदवीमव- 
तरन्तः तथाविध-विशेष-प्रतिपादन-समथनाभिधानेन अभिधीयमाना- 
वचेतन-चमत्‌कारितामाषद्यन्ते ॥ j 

“FART वाच्यलक्षणः BET: ? काव्ये य: सहदयाह्लादकारि- 
स्वस्पन्द-सुन्दर: । सहृदयाः काव्याथं-विदस्तेषामाह्नादमानन्दं करोति 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


$8 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA 


यस्तेन स्व-स्पन्देन आत्मीयेन स्वभावेन सुन्दर: तदेतदुक्तं भवति-- 
यद्यपि पदार्थस्य नानाविधःधर्म-खचितत्वं सम्भवति तथापि तथाविधेन 
धर्मेण सम्बन्धः समाख्यायते यः सहृदय-हृदयाह्लादमाधातु क्षमते | तस्य 
q तदाह्वाद-सामर्थ्यं सम्भाव्यते येन काचिदेव स्वभाव-महुत्ता रस- 
वरिपोषाङ्गत्वमेव वा व्यक्तिमासादयति ।.. . .यथा च--'तामभ्य- 
अच्छद्रुदितानुसारी'-अत्र कोऽसौ मुनिर्वाल्मीकिरिति पर्याय-पद-मात्र 
वक्तव्ये परमका रुणिकस्य निषादनिर्भिंन्न-शकुनिसन्दशेनमात्र-समुत्थिब्ञः 
शोकः इलोकत्वमभजत यस्येति तस्य तदवस्थजनक-राजपुत्री-सन्दर्शनः 
बिवश-ृत्तरम्तःकरणपरिस्पन्दः करुणरसपरिपोषाङ्गतया सहृदय- 
हृदयाह्णादकारी कवेरभिप्रेतः।.. . .तदेवंविधं विशिष्टमेव शाब्दार्थयो- 


ळक्षणमुपादेयम्‌ । तेन नेयार्थापार्थादयो दूरोत्‌सारितत्वात्‌ पृथङ, न 
वक्तव्या; 1^— Op. cit., 1.9 and yriti thereon. It is the inferior , 
poets and literary quacks alone that are absolutely regardless 
of the choice of words and their imports. As it has been 
very admirably put in the following arya, cited by Namisadhu, 
the commentator on Rudrata's Kavyalamkara ,— 

“गणयन्ति नापशब्दं न वृत्तभङ्गं क्षयं न वाऽर्थस्य । 

रसिकत्वेनाकुलिता वेश्यापतयः कुकवयद्च u^ 

—Op. cit., p. 76. (N.S.P. Edn.) 


Thus, by orienting the poet's attention towards the sugges- 
ted sense and words that are chiefly capable for that end, 
Anandavardhana implicitly states the predominance of sugges- 
tio in a poetic composition. As Abhinavagupta observes :— 


“एवं व्यद्धप्रव्यञ्जक-भावस्यापि प्राधान्यमुक्तमिति 'ध्वनति 
ध्वच्यते ध्वननमिति त्रितयमप्युपपन्न मित्युक्तम्‌ । —Loeana, pp. 98-99. 
TEXT 

$२४। इदानी व्यङ्ग-व्यञ्जकयोः प्राधान्येऽपि यह वाच्यः 
बाचकावेव प्रथमश्रुपाददते कवयस्तदपि युक्तमेवेत्याह 
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S m 
आलोकार्थी यथा दीप-शिखायां यत्नवाञ .जनः । 
तदुपायतया तद्वदर्थे वाच्ये तदादृतः NEU 

य॒था हि आलोकार्थी सन्नि दीपःशिखायां यत्नवान्‌ जनो 
भवति तदुपायतया। नहि दोपशिखामन्तरेणालोकः सम्भवति | 
ag agai प्रत्याहतो जनो वाच्येञ्ये यत्नवान्‌ भवति । 
अनेन प्रतिपादकस्य कबेव्यज्गामर्थ' रति व्यापारो दशि तः ॥ 

EXPOSITION. 

824. Now, it might be contended that it isthe expressed 
sense that is sought to be conveyed first by the poet and it is 
the denotative ( वाचक ) words that he uses, and from this 
precedence of the वाच्यार्थं and preference of वाचक we 
should rather infer the prominence of the expressed sense 
than that of the suggested sense. The present karikà is 
intended as an answer to this possible objection. 

Though it is the expressed sense which is intended to be 
conveyed first by the poet, yet that, by no means, establishes 
its predominance. Sc isit with the denotative words ( वाचक्‌- 
शब्द ). The final aim of the poet is to convey the suggested 
sense. That is the end in view. And to that end he is bound 
by necessity to use denotative words and convey the primary. 
expressed sense—which constitute the means. Or in other 
words, the वाचक words and the वाच्य sense are the उपाय'$, 
while the emu sense is the उपेय. And it is fallacious to 
argue from the precedence of the उपायं ( means ), its predo- 
minance over the उपेय (end). As the maxim runs :— 


“उपादायापि ये हेयास्तानुपायान्‌ प्रचक्षते । 

उपायानां हि कत्तृत्वं नावश्यमवतिष्डते U^ 
Abhinavagupta thus puts the case :— 
“ननु प्रथमोपादीयमानत्वात्‌ वाच्य-वाचक-तऱद्भावस्यंव प्राधान्ब- 
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maagi उपायानामेव प्रथममुपादानं भवति इत्यभिप्रायेण 
'विरुद्धोऽयं प्राधान्ये साध्ये हेतुरिति दर्शयति ।”_7८०॥., p. 99. 
This is explained further by means of an illustration in the 
first half of the Karika. Thus one, who is eager to have a sight 
‘of the beautiful face of his beloved ( आलोकनमालोकः । वनिता- 
-वदनारविन्दादिविलोकनम्‌ , as Locana explains ) in the dark, 
must have to light a taper first, but on that account, the taper 
cannot claim superiority to the end in view for which it 
was intended. Compare :--'यो हि यदर्थमुपादीयते नासौ तमेवो- 


पसर्जनीकरोति इति युक्तं वक्तुम्‌। यथोदकाद्युपादानार्थमुपात्तो 

घटादिस्तदेवोदक्रादि | अन्यथा प्रधानेतरव्यवस्था निनिंवन्धनेव स्यात्‌ । 

अत एव घटादिरेव प्रतिनिधीयते नोदकादि।”--Yyaktiviveka, 
Chap. I, pp. 15-17 (Chowkhamba Edn. ). 

अनेत प्रतिपादकस्य....दर्शित:—Thus in the present Karika, 

` it is shown that from the point of view of the poet, it is the 


equ sense that is predominant and the expressed sense is 
invariably subordinate to it. 


तदादृतः in the karika is to be explained as तस्मिन्‌ (व्य ङ्गेऽ्थे) 
आदृतः ( आदरवान्‌ ). C. “आदृतो सादराचितौ”-इत्यमर: 
UI. 3.85)--कत्तु -कमं णो: क्तः ( आदृतः ) इति क्षीरस्वामी । तथा 
च प्रयोगः-“इति स्म पृच्छत्यनुवेलमादृतः (Raghu. IIT. 5 ) ।” 
TEXT 
§२५। प्रतिपाद्यस्यापि तं दरी यितुमाह- 
यथा पदार्थडारेण SRI: सम्प्रतीयते | 


वाच्याथं-पूर्विका gc प्रतिपत्‌ तस्य वस्तुनः ॥१०॥ 


यथा हि पदाथ द्वारेण वाक्याथांवगमस्तथा वाच्याथ प्रती ति- 
पूवि का व्यङ ग्यस्याथ स्य प्रतिपत्तिः ॥ 
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EXPOSITION 

§25. From the standpoint of the सहृदयः, too, it is the 
suggested sense that is prominent and superior to the expressed 
sense, even though it is the latter that is cognised first. For, 
just as without first knowing the meanings of particular terms 
the import of a whole sentence cannot be grasped, so also 
without first knowing the primary sense of a sentence the 
suggested sense cannot be cognised. Abhinavagupta adds that 
though there is, thus, a sequence ( क्रम ) between the cognitions 
of the वाच्याथे and era. yet that sequence is not perceived 
by those whose intellectual and aesthetic faculties are too 
keen, in the same way as the sequence between the cognition 
of the meanings of the particular words on the one hand and 
the final cognition of the import of the whole proposition on 
the other is not noticed by one who is well accustomed with 
the nature of propositions and judgments. As Abhinavagupta 
notes ?— 


“अजेन इलोकैन अत्यन्तसहृदयों यो न भवति तस्येष स्फुटसंवेद्य एव 
क्रम: । यथाऽत्यन्त-शब्दःवृत्तज्ञो यो न भवति तस्य पदार्थ-वाक्यार्थ- 
क्रमः । काण्ठा-प्राप्त-सहृदय-भावस्य तु वाक्यःवृत्त-कुशलस्येव सन्तपि 
क्रमोऽभ्यस्तानुमानाविनाभाव-स्मृत्यादिवदसंवेद्य इति दर्शितम्‌ t" 
—Locana, p. 100. 

TEXT 
३२६। इंदानी' वाच्याथंमतोतिःूव कले5पि ततप्रतोते- 
sie ग्यस्याथ स्य प्राधान्यं यथा न व्याऊुप्यते, तथा दशयति — 
2 S ९ à 
स्व-सामथ्यैवशेनेव वाक्याथ प्रतिपादयन' । 
यथा व्यापार-निष्पत्तों पदार्थों न विभाव्यते ॥१९॥ 


x, Var. lec. प्रथयन्नपि N.S.P. Edn. 
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यथा खसामध्य-वशेनेव वाक्‍यार्थ" प्रकाशयन्नपि पदाथों 
व्यापारनिष्पत्तो न भाव्यते विभक्ततया । | 

तद्वत्‌ सचेतसां सोऽथो वाच्यार्थ-विघुखात्सनाम्‌ i 

बुद्धौ तत््ार्थ-दशिन्यां कटिस्येवावभासते ॥ १२॥ 

EXPOSITION 

826. Now it might be argued that since the वाच्याथे 
is cognised first by the SES S, it should be ranked superior 
to Sm. This contention is refuted in the present section. 
The karikas 811-12 must be construed together as they are 
syntactically interdependent. 

The following is the process how we gather the import 
of a sentence. It is the meanings of individual words un- 
related with one another which we first cognise on the basis 
of the relation called संकेत, and when the individual meanings 
have been conveyed by the respective terms, it is the function 
known as TATA which is tripartite in nature, embodying as 
it does आसत्ति, योग्यता and SITIS क्षा, that brings into relation 
the mutually unrelated concepts and the resultis the relational 
thought-unit better known as a Judgment in Western Logic. 
Compare :— 

“पदेभ्यः प्रतिपन्नास्तावदर्थाः आकाड क्षा-सन्निधि-योग्यत्ववशेन 
qena भिसम्बध्यन्ते । योयेनाकाङक्षितो यशच सन्निहितो यशच 
सम्बन्धं योग्यः स तेन सम्बध्यते नातोऽपरः | अत एव अङ्गुल्यग्रे हस्ति- 
यूथशतमास्ते' इति नास्ति सम्बन्धः, योग्यत्वाभावात्‌ d... तस्माद 
भिहितानामेव पदार्थानामन्वयः इति युक्तम्‌ । तदुक्तम्‌ पदानि हि 
स्वं स्वमर्थमभिधाय निवृत्तव्यापाराण्यथेदानीमर्था अवगता वाक्यार्थ 
सम्पादयन्ति’ इति t —Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyiyc-marjari, Vol. Í- 
p. 365 (Chowkhamba Edn. ). 
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This is known as अभिहितान्वय-वाद-a theory advanced 
by Kumarila Bhatta and his followers as an explanation 
of the mode in which our relational thoughts (संसर्गावगाहि-ज्ञान) 
arise from propositions. Anandavardhana seems to have 
adopted this view of the Bhatta school inasmuch as he states 
explicitly that the meanings of individual words are first cog- 
nised. The rival theory of the followers of the Prabhakara 
school is known as अन्विताभिधानवाद. 


स्व-सामथ्थे .. . .विभाव्यते-- When the resultant Judgmental 
Cognition ( viz. वाक्यार्थ-वोध ) has been arrived at through the 
cognition of particular concepts ( पदार्थ ) mutually brought into 
relation by virtue of their inherent capacity known as aaga- 
शाक्त, consisting of three constituent elements, viz. APTS क्षा 
योग्यता and सन्निधि , we are not separately aware of the 
individual concepts any more as they are completely merged 
in the final judgmental cognition. 


स्वसामथ्येम्‌-'आकाड क्षा-योग्यता-सन्निधय:--7००८याव- The 


word स्व refers to पदार्थ: which is the विद्येष्य ( प्रधान ) in the 
Karika. 


तद्वत्‌ अवभासते-Similar is the case with the emat 
too. For, though the सहूदय s cognise the वाच्याथ first and 
then the suggested sense, yet un-satiated as they are by a. 
mere cognition of the expressed sense ( वाच्यार्थे ), their keen 
intellect, capable of probing into the every essence of things, 
lights, in quick succession, upon the suggested sense, which. 
constitutes the very quintessence of poeticart, and is not further 
aware of the separate existence of the expressed sense. Thus, 
from. the viewpoint of सहृदय also the suggested sense is 
all-important and the priotity in the cognition of the expressed 
sense is no ground for attaching to it any superiority. 
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. Now, it might be contended that this statement of the 
Dhvanikara is inconsistent with what he says in the Third 
Uddyota of the Dhvany;loka. There it is stated that the 
relation that subsists between the cognition of the expressed 
‘sense and that of the suggested sense is identical with what 
is found in the case of the jar and the lamp ( घट-प्रदीप 
न्याय ), and not one holding good as between the cognition 
‘of particular concepts and that of the final judgment ( पदाथ- 
वाक्‍्य़ाथ-न्याय). But, in the present Karika, the पदार्थ-वाक्यार्थन्याय 
is cited to illustrate the relation between the वाच्याथे and the 
eggi , and not the घट-प्रदीप-स्याय. So the contradiction is 
quite evident. To this Abhinavagupta replies by observing that 
it is not the intention of the Dhvanikara in citing the पदार्थ- 
वाक्याथ-न्‍्याय to rule out completely the cognition of the 
वाच्यार्थं at the time of the final cognition of the suggested 
sense, as is the case with पदार्थ and वाक्यार्थ. What is Sought to 
be conveyed thereby is that the cognition of the expressed sense 
às not completely sublated during that of the suggested sense, 
just in the same way as the flame of the lamp does not cease 
‘to be known even when the cognition of the jar arises :— 


“तेनात्र विभक्ततया न भासते, न तु वाच्यस्य सर्वथेवानवभासः t 
अत एव तृतीरोह्रोते घटप्रदीप-दृष्टान्त-बलाद्‌ व्यद्धपर-प्रतीतिकाळे$पि 
'बाच्यःप्रतीतिने विघटते इति यद्‌ वक्ष्यति, तेन सहास्य ग्रन्थस्य न 
विरोध: 107. cit, p. 102. i 


It may be asked, however, that if घट-प्रदीप-दष्टान्त is the 
proper illustration that clearly explains the nature of the relation 
as subsisting between the cognitions of वाच्याथ and erg, 
‘what might have been the motive of the Dhvanikàra for 
referring to the पदार्थ-वाक्याथं-म्याय as an illustration in the 
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present karika ? To this the Vrttikira gives the following 
answer in the Third Uddyota of the Dhvanyaloka :— 

“न च पदार्थ-वाक्यार्थ-न्यायो वाच्य-व्यद्धूचयोः। यतः पदार्थे- 
प्रतीतिरसत्येवेति केश्चिद्‌ विहृल्िरास्थितम्‌ येरपि असत्यत्व- 
मस्या नाभ्युपेयते तैर्वाक्या थे-पदार्थेयोरघेट-तदुपादानकारणच्यायोऽभ्युप- 
गन्तव्यः। यथा हि घट निष्पन्ने तदुपादानकारणानां न पृथगुपलम्भ- 
स्तथेव वाक्मे तदर्थे वा प्रतीते पद-तदर्थानां तेषां तदा विभक्ततयो- 
पलभ्भे वावयार्थ-बुद्धि रेव दूरीभवेत्‌ । न त्वेष वाच्य-व्यद्ध्रयोर्न्याय: | 
नहि व्यङ्गे प्रतीयमाने वाच्यबु द्धिहू रीभवति, वाच्यावभासाविना- 
भावेन तस्य प्रकाशनात्‌ । तस्माद्‌ घट-प्रदीपच्यायस्तयोः। यथेव हि 
प्रदीय-द्वारेण घटप्रतीतो उत्पन्नायां न प्रदीप-प्रकाशो निवत्तंते तद्वत्‌ 
व्यङ्भधर-प्रतीतौ वाच्यावभासः'। यत्तु प्रथमोहद्योते-'यथा पदार्थ- 
हारेण-' इत्याद्युक्तम्‌ , तदुपायत्वमात्रात्‌ साम्य-विवक्षया।-- 
Dhyanyaloka, pp. 419-21. 

TEXT 

३२७। wa वाच्यःव्यतिरेकिणो व्यङ्भ्यस्यार्थस्य सद्भाव 

प्रतिपाय प्रकृत उपयोजयन्नाह - 


यत्रार्थः शब्दो वा तमर्थमुपसजेनीक्वत-स्वाथौ । 
sqe क्तः काव्य-विशेषः स ध्वनिरिति सूरिभिः 
कथितः॥ १३॥ 


1 Compare 'ज्ञान-शब्द-दीपाः त्रयः प्रकाशाः स्व-पर-प्रकाशाः'--¢९d by 
Mahimabhatta in his Vyaktiviveka. Also— 
“स्व-ज्ञानेनान्यधीहेतुः सिद्धे$्थे व्यञ्जको मतः | 
यथा दीपोऽन्यथाभावे को विशेषोऽस्य कारकात्‌ ।। quoted by 
Vi$van&tha in his Sahityadarpana and attributed by him to 
Dharmakirtti. 
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यत्राथों वाच्यविशेषः वाचक-विशेष: शब्दो वा TAT” STS 

स काव्यविशेषो ध्वनिरिति। अनेन वाच्य-वाचक्र-चारुल हेतुभ्य 
= Q c 

उपमादिभ्योऽनुप्रासादिभ्यश्च विभक्त एव ध्वनि पय इति दशिं तम्‌ ॥ 


EXPOSITION 

§27. Having thus established the separate existence of the 
suggested sense in the foregoing sections, the Dhvanikara, 
in the present karikz, furnishes a definition of dhvani-kavya, 
where the suggested sense alone is predominant. 

यत्रार्थः शब्दो वा....कथित:-- ‘A species of poetry whereit 
a word suggests a meaning by making its (primary) meaning 
subordinate to the former, or the primary meaning subordinates 
itself to the meaning suggested by it, has been called Dhvant 
by scholars.” 


Abhinavagupta explains the expression उपसर्जनीकृत-स्वार्थ 
thus : — 


“स्व-शब्द आत्मवाची । स्वश्चार्थशच स्वाथौ । तो गृणीकृतो 
याभ्याम्‌। यथासंख्येन । तेनार्थो गुणीकृतात्मा, शब्दो गुणीकृता- 
भिधेयः ।”-0. cit, p. 103. Thus in the अविवक्षित-वाच्य 
category of suggestion based upon लक्षणा or Indication, it is 
the words ( शब्द ) that principally give rise to the cognition 
of the suggested sense, while in the विवक्षितान्यपरवाच्य variety 
of suggestion it is the expressed sense ( अथे ) that is mainly 
suggestive. In determining whether शब्द or अथे is the main 
factor we have to resort to the Joint Method of Agreement and 
Difference or अन्वय-व्यतिरेक. Thus if the suggested sense is 
absent when a particular word is altered, it becomes evident 
that it was caused by that word and it isa case of झन्दशक्तिमूल- 
ध्वनि: So also with Ag. Thus Mammata lays down the very: 
convenient maxim: ‘$g दोष-गृणाळंकाराणां शब्दार्थ-गतत्वेन योः 
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विभागः atsraa-eafataramtarafassa’—Kavyaprakas'a. IX, 
which must be extended in the case of Dhyani and Gupibhuta- 
vyangya as well. 


Now, an objection has been raised by Bhattanayaka that 
if शब्द and अर्थ be severally and independently taken to be 
suggestive ( as it seems to be hinted at by the disjunciive 
particle^va in the above karikz ), we should expect व्यनक्ति 
instead of eqs क्त:. To this Abhinavagupta answers by saying 
that in the case of शाब्दी व्यञ्जना, अर्थ is not at all insigni- 
ficant, for had it been so, a word, of which the primary 
meaning is not known, might have suggested anything and 
everything. So अर्थं too has its share in the case of शाब्दी 
व्यञ्जना, though it is the verbal factor that is predominant 
there. Similarly, in the case of आर्थी व्यञ्जना, शब्द toe 
has its rôle to play, though a subordinate one. Thus, 
the Dhyanikira by using the dual form eqs FT: hints that 
qeg and अर्थ conjointly are requisites in every case of 
suggestion, whether it be शाब्दी or आर्थी-a designation 
that is based upon a consideration of prominence of either 
of these two elements, which again has to be determined by 
a process of अन्वय-व्यतिरेक, as has been pointed out already.t 
As Abhinavagupta observes :— 


"equo इति द्विवचनेनेदमाह--यद्यप्यविवक्षित-वाच्ये शब्द एव 
व्यञ्जकस्तथापि अर्थस्यापि सहका रिता न त्रुट्यति, अन्यथा अज्ञातार्थो- 
उपि झब्दस्तद्व्यञ्जकः स्यात्‌ । विवक्षितान्यपरवाच्ये च शब्दस्याषि 
सहकारित्वं भवत्येव, विशिष्टशब्दाभिधयतया विना तस्याथेस्या- 


1 Cf. 'परिवृत्तिसहत्व-ततदभावाभ्यां तु शब्दाप्राधान्यमथेप्राधान्यं विपरीतं च 
इत्येतावान्‌ विशेष इति भावः'-—Vaidyanatha’s Prabha on Govinda 
Phakkura’s Pradipa under Kavyaprakas'a, IJI. 3 (N.S.P. 809.) . 
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व्यञ्जकत्वा दिति सर्वत्र शब्दा्थयोरुभयोरपि ध्वननं व्यापार:। तेन 
यद्‌ भट्टनायकेन द्विवचनं दूषितं तद्‌ गजनिमीलिकयेव । 'अर्थः शब्दो 
वा-इति विकल्पाभिधानं तु प्राधान्याभिप्रायेण ।"—Locana, p. 104. 
Vide also Kavyaprakas'a, IL. 15 ; IO. 3. 


अनेन.... दर्शितम्‌- Thus this definition serves to differentiate 
the field of dhvani from that of the figures of speech like 
अनुप्रास, उपमा etc. that merely adorn the words and senses 
and as such are subordinate to them, while in a dhvani-kavya 
it is the suggested sense that is predominant. So it is not 
possible to include Dhvani within the purview of the prevalent 
alamkaras. That the figures of speech become significant only 
when they are made subordinate to शब्द and अर्थं that constitute 
the body of poetry has been admirably stated by Pratiharen- 
duraja in his commentary on Ubhata's Kavyalamkara-sarasant- 


४747५--'अलंकारस्य खलु अळकार्य-परतन्त्रतया निरूपणे क्रियमाणे 
सुष्ठु स्वरूपं निरूपितं भवति । स्वात्मनि अवस्थितस्य तस्यानल- 
HIATT, समुद्‌गकस्थित-हार-केयूर-पारिहार्याद्यलंकारवत्‌। अतः 
पुनरुक्तवदाभासत्वस्य अलंकारताख्यापनाय काव्य-परतन्त्रतया निर्देशो 


I Mahimabhatta, however, does not regard this defence 
of Abhinavagupta satisfactory and upholds Bhattanayaka’s | 
criticism : “aa केचिद्‌ विद्वन्मानिनो द्विवचन-समर्थना-मनोरथाक्षिप्त-चित्ततया 
वाच्यवाचकयोविंस्मृत-सुप्रसिद्ध-प्रती तिक्रमभावास्तयोरेककालिकतां शब्दस्योक्त- 
नयनिरस्तामपि व्यञ्जकतां पद्यन्तस्तन्निबन्धनां धवनिभेदयोरविवक्षितवाच्य- 
विवक्षितान्यपरवाच्ययोध्वंननव्यापारं प्रति पर्यायेण अन्योन्य-सहकारितां, 
तदपेक्षां चानयोः प्रधानेतरतामुपकल्प्य सहकारितया व्यक्ति-क्रियां प्रत्युभयोरपि 
कत्तृ त्वात्‌ तदपेक्षो ‘asad: इति द्विवचन-निर्देश:, प्राधान्यापेक्षरच--'यत्रार्थः 
शब्दों वेति. विकल्प इति मन्यमाना 'व्यङ क्त इति द्विवचनेनेदमाह. . .. अर्थः शब्दो 
वेति विकल्पाभिधानं तु प्राधान्याभिप्रायेण' इति यदाहुः, तद्‌ श्रान्तिमूलं न 
तत्त्वमित्यलमवस्तु-निर्बेन्धेनah/viveRz, pp. 90-97. 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


UDDYOTA I : है 79% 


युक्त एव ।।'— Op. cit., p. 2. ( Bombay Sanskrit Series Edn. ). 
What more, the alarikaras are solely dependent 07 वच्य and. 
वाचक and as such on अभिधा, while the ध्वनि is conveyed 
through the power of suggestion, and as such they are: 
mutually exclusive. As Abhinavagupta observes :— 


“गुणालंकाराणां वाच्य-वाचक-भाव-प्राणत्वात्‌ , अस्य च तदन्य- 
व्यद्धप्रल्यञ्जक-भाव-सारत्वात्‌ नास्य तेष्वन्तर्भावः V’ —Locana, 
p. 106. 

TEXT 

$२८ | यदप्युक्तम्‌~प्रसिद्ध-पस्थानातिक्रमिणो मागंस्य काव्यः 
हानेध्व निनास्तो”ति, तदप्ययुवतम्‌। यतो लक्षण-कृतामेव स केवलं 
न प्रसिद्धः, लक्ष्ये तु परीक्ष्यमाणे स एव सहृदय-हृदयाह्नादकारि 
काव्यतत्त्वमू। ततोऽन्यच्चित्रमेवेत्यग्रे दरोयिष्यामः ॥ 


EXPOSITION 

§28. यदप्युक्तम्‌ -'प्रसिद्ध-प्रस्थानातिक्रमिणः.... --नास्ती'ति- 
The Dhvanikara here refers to the second sub-variety of the 
thesis of the Abhavavadins (Negativists), who deny the separate 
existence of the element of Dhvani on the ground that the 
definition of Dhvani-kavyya does not accord with the time- 
honoured and accepted definitions of Kàvya as furnished by 
the teachers belonging to such well-known schools of Poetics. 
( प्रसिद्ध-प्रस्थान) as the Alamkara, Riti, Vriti, and Guna, and 
as such a Dhvani-kavya is nothing but a figment of imagination 
on the part ofthe  Dhvani-theorists alone, and has no 
correspondence in the actual field of poetic art. Vide 
notes on Sec. $4. 


To this Anandavardhana rejoins : तदप्ययुक्तम्‌ 
दर्शयिष्याम:-D/vani is not merely a chimera residing in the 
brains of the the Dhvani-theorists who endeavour to furnish 
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a suitable definition of it (लक्षणकृताम्‌ ), having no actual 
counterpart in literary compositions, but, if a thorough and 
minute investigation is made of all the great poetic products 
of acknowledged repute (like the Ramayana, the Mahabharata 
etc.) it willbe found that the suggestion (घ्वनि) pervades them 
all entering therein either as a principal element, when it is 
called ध्वनि, or as a subordinate factor, when it is known as 
गुणीभूतव्यद्धच. But no poetic art worth the name can afford 
to go without this essential element ( काव्यतत्त्व ) which alone 
causes the delight of true connoisseurs of poetry सहृदय-हृदया- 
'ह्लाद-कारि). Any literary composition, that is not touched by 
this essential element of suggestion, however abounding in 
other poetic devices like अलंकार, रीति, वृत्ति etc. it might be, 
can never be truly regarded as a specimen of poetic art, but 
can be looked upon asa specimen of literary craftsmanship 
which can at best cause our admiration and wonder. 
Anandavardhana terms it as चित्रकाव्य (शब्दचित्र and वाच्यचित्र) 
in the Third Uddyota of the Dhvanyiloka :— 


“प्रधान-गुण-भावाभ्यां व्य ्गग्रस्येवं व्यवस्थिते । 
उभो काव्ये ततोऽन्यद्‌ यत्‌ तच्चित्रमभिधीयते ।1--- 
Dhvanyaloka, YH. 41 
So also :— 

“रसभावादिविषय-विवक्षा-विर हे सति i 

अलङ्कार-निबन्धो यः सं चित्र-विषयो मतः॥ 

रसादिषु विवक्षा तु स्यात्‌ तातृपयंवती यदा। 

तदा नास्त्येव तत्‌ काव्यं ध्वनेयेत्र न गोचर: ॥-- 
Cited in the Vrtti on Dh. III. 41 


As regards the existence of घ्वनि as a well-established and 
essential element of poetry in reputed poetic compositions of 
highest merit even before the advent of the Dhyani-theorists 
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vide Anandavardhana’s observations on the suggestiveness of 
the Ramayana and the Mahabharata in Dhvanyáloka, IV. 5 and 
Vrtti thereon. 


TEXT 


§ २९। यदप्युक्तर-कामनीयकमनतिवत्त मानस्य तस्योक्ता- 
ल'कारादि-प्रकारेषु sequbr-ifü, तदप्यसमीचीनस्‌ । वाच्य- 
वाचकमात्राश्रयिणि अस्थाने व्यङ्ग-व्यज्ञक-समाश्रयेण व्यवस्थितस्य 
ने: कथमन्तभावः। वाच्य-वाचक-चारुस-हेतवो हि तस्याङ्गः 
भूताः, स॒ सङ्गिरूप एवेति प्रतिपादयिष्यमाणलात्‌। परिकरः 
छोकश्चान— 

“व्यङ्ग-व्यज्ञक-सम्यन्ध-निवन्धनतया ध्वनेः । 
वाच्य-वाचक-चास्ल-हेसन्तःपातिता कुतः LU 
EXPOSITION 

$29. The Vrttikara here refers to the third sub-conten- 
tion of the अभाव-वादिन्‌ ’s, who try to comprehend ध्वनि under 
the different अळंकार's (Vide $5) 

(0 वाच्य-वाचक.......... कथमन्तर्भावः-7० अलंकार? like 
अनप्रास and उपमा etc. that enhance the beauty of शब्द and 
अर्थ respectively are entirely dependent on the latter and as 
such subordinate to them, as has been amply shown in the 
foregoing sections. But the dhyani has nothing to do with 
denotation and can be communicated solely through व्यञ्जना 
or Suggestion as will be shown later. So how can the latter 
be equated with or subsumed under the former, i.e. अलकार% 
based upon denotation ? 

वाच्य-वाचक-चारुत्व . . . . - प्रतिपादयिष्यमाणत्वात्‌-Wat 
more, 11  ध्वनिकाव्य the अलंकार" like अनुप्रास and उपमा 


are always subservient to the suggested sense, which is the 


6 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


82 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA 


soul ( अशद्धिरूप ) of poetry. And it is not sane to identify 
अङ्क with aly, the soul with the ornaments belonging to 
the body. For, though the अलकार's seem prima facie to 
adorn the limbs, in the last analysis it is the soul that is truly 
adorned. As Abhinavagupta observes in his gloss on the 
Vrtti on Dhvanyáloka, II. 5 :— 


“एतदुक्तं भवति-उपमया यद्यपि वाच्योऽर्थोऽल ङ्किते, तथापि 
तस्य तदेवाळंकरणं यद्‌ व्यङ्गपरार्थाभिव्यञ्जन-सामर्थ्याधानम्‌ इति 
वस्तुतो ध्वन्यात्मं वालंका्यः। कटक-केयूरादिभिरपि हि शरीर- 
समवायिभिश्चेतन आत्मेव तत्तच्चित्तवृत्ति-विशेषौचित्य-सूचनात्म- 
तयाऽलं ड्कि,यते । तथाहि-अचेतनं शवशरीरं कुण्डलाद्युपेतमपि न 
भाति, अळङ्कार्यस्याभावात्‌ । यति-शरीरं कटकादि-युवतं हास्यावहं 
भवति, अळलङ्कार्यस्यानौचित्यात्‌। नहि ager किञ्चिदनौचित्यस्‌ 
इति वस्तुत आत्मेवालंकार्यः, अहमलंकृत इत्यभिमानात्‌ 1”—Locana, 
pp. 197-98. 

Compare Ekavali : ‘गुणेषु न तावद्‌ ध्वनेरन्तर्भावः। TIAS- 
कारेषु । वाच्यमात्र-विश्रान्तेषु इेषादिषु व्यभिचारात्‌।... ...-- 
किंचेवमन्तर्भावाभिधानं न संगच्छते । रसादीनाम्‌ आत्मत्वेन प्रति- 
पन्तानामलंकारत्व-शङ्काया दूरनिरस्तत्वात्‌ । कि च ध्वनिगुं णालं- 
कारेभ्यो न व्यतिरिच्यते चारुत्व-हेतुत्वाद्‌ इति यद्‌ भर्वाद्भ्रभ्य 
धायि तदपि दुरभिधानम । ध्वेध्वंन्यात्मतया, चा रुत्व हेतुत्वादिति 
हेतोः सिद्धि-पद्धत्यनध्यासः। एवं त्रिविधस्यापि ध्वनेरळंकारत्वं 
-तावत्‌ प्रत्यादिप्टम्‌ । Op. cit., pp. 29-31. Rüyyaka, too, in his 
Alarhkdra-sarvasya observes :— 

“तस्माद्विषय एव व्यङ्गप्रःनामा जीवितत्वेन वक्तव्यः । यस्य 
गुणाळंकार-कृत-परिग्रह्‌-साञ्राज्यम्‌ । रसादयस्तु जीवितभूता नालं- 
कारत्वेत वाच्याः। अळंकाराणामुपस्कारकत्वात्‌ रसादीनां च 
प्राधान्येन उपस्कायेत्वात्‌ । —on which Jayaratha comments :— 


| 
| 
| 
| 
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“गुणानां “ये रसस्याङ्गिनो धर्मा:--इत्यादि-तीत्या साक्षादेव तद्धमं- 
त्वात्‌। अलंकाराणामपि 'उपस्कुर्वन्ति तं सन्तम्‌ इत्यादि-नीत्या 
दात्दार्थ-लक्षणाङ्गातिशय-द्वारेण तदुपस्कारकत्वात्‌ । अलकाराणां 
च रसादिरूप ABI अर्थमलंकुर्वंतां मुख्यया वृत्त्या अलंकारत्वम_। 
अलंकार्य-सञ्भाव-निवन्धनत्वात्‌ तस्य । रसाद्यात्मन एव च व्यद्भप्रस्य 
अलकार्यत्वेन प्रतिष्ठानात्‌। अत एव च यत्र gesag- 
रहितत्वं तत्र “गुणवृत्त्या पुनस्तेषां वृत्तिः शब्दार्थयोमंता-इत्यादि- 
नीत्या शब्दार्थमात्र-निवन्धनत्वेन उक्ति-बे चित्रग्रमात्र-पर्यंवसायित्वा- 
देषां गौणमलंकारत्वम्‌ । यदभिप्रायेणेव च चित्राख्य-काव्यभेद- 
प्रकारत्वमलंकाराणां निरूपयिष्यते | अत एव अनुप्रासादयोऽलंकारा- 
श्चित्रमित्याद्यन्येरुक्तम्‌। स च प्रतीयमानो यद्यपि वस्त्वलंकार- 
रसत्वेन त्रिविधस्तथापि तेन विना काव्यात्मत्वाभावात्‌ मुख्यत्वेन 
रसस्येव आत्मत्वं युक्तम्‌ । १07. cit., p. 11. 

प्रतिपादयिष्यमाणत्वात्‌-*T० be shown later’, referring to 
Dhvanyáloka, I. 4 et seq. परिक र-इलोक---8 verse that supple- 
ments the arguments embodied in the karika proper. AS 
Abhinavagupta explains :--“परिक रार्थ कारिकार्थस्य अधिकावापं 
mq इलोक: परिकर-इलोक:'--7:०८४४४, p. 107. 


TEXT 


§ ३० । ay यत्र प्रतीयमानार्थस्य serere स नाम 
मा भूद ध्वनेवि षयः। यत्र तु प्रतीतिरस्ति, यथा-समासोक्तया- 
क्षेपानुक्तनिमित्तविशेषो क्ति-पयायोक्तापह .ति-दीपक सइरालझतरादो 
तत्र ध्वनेरन्तर्भावों भविष्यतीत्यादि निराकत्त,मभिहितम्‌- 
'उपसर्जनीकृत-खाथो ” इति। अर्थो गुणीकृतात्मा, गुणीकृता- 
faa शब्दो वा यत्राथान्तरमभिव्यनक्ति स ध्वनिरिति। तेषु कथं 
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तस्यान्तभावः ? व्यज्गा-प्राधान्ये हि ध्वनिः । न चेतत्‌ समासोक्तगा- 
दिष्वस्ति ॥ 


EXPOSITION 

$ 30. Now, the opponents might argue that the 
element of ध्वनि is no innovation on the part of the Dhvani- 
theorists, for though Bhamaha, Udbhata and other ancients 
did not mention ध्वनि or गृणीभूतव्यङ्गयं totidem verbis, that is 
no proof as to their ignorance of it. For they have indirectly. 
comprehended them under such figures of speech as समासोक्ति, 
आक्षेप, विशेषोक्ति, पर्यायोक्त, ava fa, दीपक, संकर etc. in 
each of which there is an apprehension of suggested sense 
( प्रतीयमानार्थं ). Compare :— 

“इह हि तावद्‌ भामहोङ्कट-प्रभृतयङ्चिरन्तनालंक्रारकाराः 
प्रतीयमानमर्थं वाच्योपस्कारकतयाऽलंकारपक्ष-निक्षिष्तं मन्यन्ते । 
तथाहि पर्यायोकताप्रस्तुतप्रशंसा-समासोक्त्याक्षोप-व्याजस्तुत्युपमेयोप- 
माऽनन्वयादौ वस्तुमात्रं गम्यमानं वाच्योपस्कारकत्वेन 'स्व-सिद्धये 
पराक्षेपः परार्थं स्व-समर्पणम्‌' इति यथायोगं द्विविधया aga प्रति- 
पादितं तेः । wert तु भावाळंकारो द्विघंवोक्तः । रूपक-दीपकापह्लूति- 
तुल्ययोगितादो उपमाद्यछंका रो वाच्योपस्कारकत्वेनोक्तः। उत्प्रेक्षा तु 
स्वयमेव प्रतीयमाना कथिता। रसवत्-भ्रेयःप्रभृतो तु रसभावादि- 


वाच्यशोभा हेतुत्वेनोक्तः । तदित्थं त्रिविधमपि प्रतीयमानमलंकारतया 
स्थापितमेव l"—Rüyyaka's Alamkdra-sarvasva, pp. 3-6. Jagan- 
natha, too, in his Rasagangadhara observes :— 


“इदं तु बोध्यम्‌ -ध्वनिकारात्‌ प्राचीनेर्भामहोद्भटप्रभृतिभिः 
स्व-ग्रन्थेषु कुत्रापि ध्वनि-गुणी भूतव्यङ्गपरा दिशब्दा न प्रयुवता इत्येताव- 
तेव तेर्ध्वन्यादयो न स्वीक्रियन्ते-इत्याधुनिकानां वाचोयुक्तिः 
रयुक्तेव। यतः समासोक्ति-व्याजस्तुत्यप्रस्तुत प्रशंसाद्यलंकार-निरूपणेन 
कियन्तोऽपि गुणीभूतव्यङ्गग्रभेदास्तैरपि निरूपिता: | अपरश्च सर्वोऽपि 
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grasa: पर्यायोक्तकुक्षौ निक्षिप्तः। नहि अनुभवसिद्धोऽर्थो 
बालेनाप्यपह्लोतु शक्यते । ध्व्यादिशब्दैः परं व्यवहारो न कृतः। 
न ह्येतावताऽनङ्गीकारो भवति। प्राधान्याद्‌ अंकार्यो हि ध्वनिरल- 
कारस्य पर्यायोक्तस्य कुक्षौ कथंकारं निविशताम्‌ इति तु 
विचारान्तरम्‌ WW’ —Op. cit, pp. 554-55 ( NSP. Edn.) 

It is worth while to quote the following extract from 
Pratihàrendurája's commentary on Udbhata’s work, as it fully 
elucidates the position of the followers of Udbhata’s school 
vis-a-vis Anandavardhana's tenet :— 

नन्‌ यत्र काव्ये सहृदय-हृदयाह्वादिन: प्रधानभूतस्य स्व-शब्दः 
प्रापारास्पष्टत्वेन प्रतीयमाने करूपस्य अर्थस्य सद्भावस्तत्र तथाविधा- 
थाभिव्यक्तिहेतुः काव्यजीवितभूतः faq सहृदयेध्वेनिर्नाम 
व्यञ्जकत्तरभेदात्मा काव्यधर्मोऽभिहितः, स कस्मादिह नोपदिष्टः । 
उच्यते। एतेषु अळंकारिष्वन्तर्भावात्‌ । तथाहि-प्रतीयमानेकरूपस्य 
वस्तुनस्त्रैविध्यं तेरुक्तं वस्वुमात्रालंकार-रसादिभदेन । (१) तत्र 
वस्तुमात्रं तावत्‌ प्रतीयते । यथा -'चक्राभिघाते ति । अत्र हि ugad- 
रतोतसवस्य या चम्बनमात्रशेषता तत्‌कर्मिका चक्राभिघातप्रसभाज्ञा- 
करणिका चकारेतिकरणलक्षणा क्रियाऽभिधीयते । सा चेवंविधा 
कार्यभतत्वात्‌ कारणमन्तरेणानुपपद्यमाना तथाविध-वेरस्यकारि- 
राहंशिरइछेदनलक्षणं कारणं नाळंकाररूपं नापि रसादिरूपम्‌ अवि 
तु वस्तुमात्ररूपं कल्पयति । अतोऽत्र वस्तुमावस्यवंविधस्य शब्दः 


r Compare: “यत्र खलु वाच्य-विवक्षापूर्वकल्वेनार्थन्तिरं प्रतीयते 
नक्राभिघाते'-त्यादौ तत्र पर्यायोक्त-भेदता पर्यायोक्त-लक्षणस्याप्रस्तुतप्रशसा- 
लक्षणविचारवशेन तद्ब्यतिरिक्तविषयावगाहित्वात्‌ । यत्र तु अविवक्षिते 
वाच्येऽर्थान्तरस्य प्रतीतिस्तत्राप्रस्तुतप्रशसा | अतश्च पर्यायोक्ताम्रस्तुप्रशंस यो- 
रेव यथाक्रमं विवक्षिताविवक्षित-वाच्ययोः स्ंध्वनिभेदसामान्यभूतयाः 
ध्वनिभे दयो eenifaaterr —Pratiharenduràja's Laghuoytti on 
Udbhata’s Kavydlamkara-Sara-Samgraha, p- 91. 
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व्यापारास्पृष्टस्य प्रतीयमानता। तद्विषयस्य च काव्यधमंस्य ध्वन- 
नाभिधानस्य वाच्य-वाचकव्यापारशून्यावगमनस्वभावत्वात्‌ पर्यायो- 
क्तालंकारसंस्पर्शित्वम्‌ । तदुबतं--पर्यायोक्तं यदन्येन'--इत्यादि | 
“ननु पर्यायोक्त-शब्देन प्रकारान्तरेण उच्यमानत्वात्‌ प्रतीयमानं 
वस्तु अभिधीयते। तच्चेह प्रतीयमानं प्रधानत्वाद्‌ अळकार्यंतया वक्तुः 
युक्तं न त्वरूक्ृति-करणतया | अतः कथं तस्यालंकार-व्यपदेशः ? 
उच्यते--प्रधानमपि गुणानां सौन्दर्यं हेतुत्वादळंक्ृतौ साधनत्वं भजति । 
दृश्यते हि लोके व्यपदेशः स्वाम्यलंकरणका भृत्या इति। अतोऽत्रापि 
प्रती यमानस्य सत्यपि प्रधानत्वे स्वगृणभूतवाच्य-सौन्दर्य-साधकतमत्वाद्‌ 
अलंकारव्यपदेशो न विरुध्यते। यदि वा भगवद्‌-वासूदेव-वत्तिंतया 
योऽक्षो वीररसोऽवगम्यते तदपेक्षया तस्य मुख्ययेव.वृत्त्वा गुणभूतत्वाद्‌ 
अलंकारता | एवमुत्तरत्रापि यथासंभवं योज्यम्‌ ।. . . .(२) अळंकाराणां 
तु यद्यपि-- 'लावण्य-कान्ति-परिपूरिते~त्यादौ प्रयीयमानेकरूपता, 
तथापि अनन्तरोक्तलक्षणेषु अलंकारेषु अनुप्रवेशो भविष्यति 
पर्यायोक्ते वा।॥........ न च यस्याळंकारस्य प्रतीयमानरूपता 
तस्येहालकारत्वं केनचिन्निवारितम्‌ इति प्रतीयमानरूपतया 
रूपक्राख्योऽलंकारो भविष्यति ।.... (३) रस-भाव-तदाभास- 
ततूप्रशमानां तु प्रतीयमानतायाम्‌ उदाहरणम्‌--धयाते गो त्र-विपर्यये?- 
इति ।. . . .अतोऽत्र संभोगश्च्ुङ्गारस्येष्याविप्रलम्भतिरोधान हेतोः 
प्रतीयमानता | तत्र च पुर्वं रसवत्त्वलक्षणोऽळंकारः प्रतिपादितो 
"रसवद्‌ दर्शित--' इत्यादिना ।. . . .यत्रापि भावास्तथा रस-भावाभासा 
रस-भाव-तदाभास-प्रशमाञ्च प्रतीयमानास्तत्रापि यथाक्रमं प्रेयस्व- 
दुजे स्वि-समाहित-लक्षणालंकारयोगो वाच्यः। एवमेतत्‌ प्रधानभूतेषु 
रसादिषूक्तम्‌ । गृणभूतेष्वपि च रसेषूदात्तालकारः प्रतिपादितः 


“चरितं च महात्मना’-मित्यादिना । अतरच रसादिष्वभिव्यञ्ज कत्वस्य 
नार्थान्तरता ।।?07. cit., pp. 85-89. 
To controvert this view of the ancient Alamkarikas like 
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Bhümaha, Udbhata and others the DAvanikára has employed 
the adjunct उपसर्जनीकृत-स्वाथौ . True, that in the figures of 
speech above noted there is the cognition of the suggested 
sense—viz. वस्तु, अलंकार, रस etc., but it is subordinate to 
the expressed sense, and as such they cannot be regarded as 
cases of Dhvani where the suggested sense alone is predomi- 
nant. They can, however, be legitimately reckoned as instances 
of गुणीभूत-व्यद्धण. Thus, it comes up to this that the ancient 
theorists were inconsistent inasmuch as they. confounded ध्वनि 
which is always adorned (अलंकाये) with instruments af adorn- 
ment (अलंकार ) like पर्यायोक्त, समासोक्ति etc., though the 
other type of poetry, viz. गृणीभूत-व्य द्भ; could be consis: 
tently subsumed under them. As Jagannatha has noted— 
“प्राधात्यादळकार्यो हि ध्वनिरलंकारस्य पर्यायोक्तस्य कुक्षौ कंका र्‌ 
निविशताम्‌ इति तु विचारान्तरम्‌'. That alamkaras like समासोकित, 
दीपक, रूपक etc. though they are commonly classed as चित्रकाव्य, 
can as well be regarded as types of गृणी भूत-व्य द्भ, has been 


explicitly stated by Anandavardhana under Dhvanyáloka, 
III. 36 :— 


"jq चालंकारेषु सादृश्यमुखेन तत्वःप्रतिलम्भः, यथा रूपको- 
वमा-तुल्ययोगिता-तिदर्शना दिषु, तेषु गम्यमान-घमं-मुखोन॑व यत्‌ 
सादृश्यं तदेव शोभातिशयशालि भवतीति ते सर्वेऽपि चारुत्वातिशय- 
योगिनः सन्तो गणीभूत-व्यङ्गप्रस्येव विषया: । समासोकत्याक्षेप- 
पर्यायोक्तादिषु तु गम्यमानांशाविनाभावेनेव तत्त्व-व्यवस्थानातू गुणी- 
भूत-व्यङ्गप्रता निर्विवादेव । तत्र च गुणीभूतःव्यङ्गप्रतायामलंका- 
राणां केषाञ्चित्‌ अलंकारविशेष-गर्भतायां नियमः। यथा व्याजस्तुतेः 
प्रेयोऽलंकार-गर्भत्वे । केषाञ्चिदलंकाराणां परस्पर-गर्भताऽपि 
संभवति। यथा दीपकोपमयोः। तत्र दीपकमुपमा-ग्मेत्वेन 
प्रसिद्धम्‌| उपमाऽपि कदाचिद्‌ दीपक-च्छायानुयायिनी । यथा 
मालोपमा। तथाहि। प्रभामहत्या शिखयेव दीपः-इत्यादौ 
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स्फुटव दीपक-च्छाया लक्ष्यते। तदेवं व्यङ्ग्रांश-संस्पर्े सति चारु- 
त्वातिशययोगिनो रूपकादयोऽलंकाराः सवं एव गुणी भूत-व्य ङ्गस्य 
माग: ॥ — 0p. cit., pp. 470-472 

So Jagannatha is justified in criticising the views of some 
of the scholiasts, who view चित्रकाव्य and qitya- g- 
काव्य as mutually exclusive in their scopes :— 

“यत्तु 'अतादशि गुणीभूत-व्यद्धअम्‌ू--” इत्यादिकाव्यप्रकाशगत- 
लक्षणे चित्रान्यत्वं टीकाकारदंत्तम्‌, deri पर्यायोक्‍त-समासोवत्या- 
दिप्रवानकाव्येषु अव्याप्त्यापत्तेः। तेषां गुणीभूत-व्यङ्गप्रतायास्चित्र- 
तायाइच सर्वालंकारिक-सम्मतत्वात्‌ ।--09. cit., p. 20. 

We should note, however, that Mahimabhatta in his 
Vyakti-viveka, criticises the classification of Kavya into ध्वनि 
and. गुणी भूत-व्य ST, as adopted by the Dhvanikara and 
opines thatthere is no real or essential difference between 
the one and the other save one of degree, which cannot be 
taken as a ground for classification :— 

“fea काव्यस्य स्वरूपं व्युत्पादयितुकामेन मतिमता तल्लक्षण- 
भेव सामान्येत आख्यातव्यम्‌, यत्र वाच्य-प्रतीयमानयोगेम्य-गसक- 
भावसंस्पशस्तत्‌ काव्यम्‌ इति। sada व्यृतपत्तिसिद्ध:। यत्त 
तदनाख्यायेव तयो: प्रधानेतरभाव-कल्पनेन प्रकारद्वयमक्तम तद- 
प्रयोजकमेव | यो हि यदविशेषःप्रतीतौ निमित्तभावेन निश्चित: स 
एव तदर्थिनः प्रतिपाद्यो भवति नान्यः, अतिध्रसङ्गात्‌। यथा दण्डि- 
प्रतीतो दण्डः! अनुभेयार्थ-संस्पर्णमात्रं च अन्वय-व्यतिरेकाभ्यां 
काव्यस्य चारुत्वहेतुनिरिचितम्‌ । अतस्तदेव वक्तव्यम्‌ भवति, न 
तस्य प्राधान्याप्राधान्यक्ृतो विशेष: । न हि तयोः सामान्यःविज्ञेषयो-- 
स्त्रिष्वपि वस्तुमात्रादिष्वनमेयेष चेतनचमतकारी कर्चिद्‌ विशेषोऽव- 
गम्यते । तदेवं प्रकारत्रयेऽपि अनुमेयार्थसंस्पशं एव काव्यस्य 
चारुत्वहेतुरित्यवगन्तव्यमू । यदाह ध्वनिकार:--'सर्वथा नास्त्येव 


? 
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हृदय-हारिण: काव्यस्य स प्रकारः, यत्र प्रतीयमानार्थ-संस्पर्शेन त 
सौभाग्यम्‌।' तदिदं काव्य-रहस्यम्‌ परममिति सूरिभिविंभाव- 
नीयम्‌ ॥?--.0#. cit, pp. 136-141. 
TEXT 

$39! समासोक्तो तावत्‌ 
उपोढरागेण विलोल-तारक' तथा weld शशिना निशाम्ुुखम्‌। 
यथा समस्तं तिमिरांशुक' तया पुरोऽपि रागाइ गलितं न eta t 
-इत्यादो व्यङ्गेनाज्चुगतं वाच्यमेव भाधान्येन प्रतोयते, समारोपितः 
नायिका-नायक-व्यवहारयोनिं शा-शशिनोरेव वाक्याथत्वात्‌ ॥ 

EXPOSITION 
§ 31. The definition of समासो क्ति is as follows :— 
“समासोक्तिः समेयंत्र कार्य-लिङ्गःविशेषणैः | 
व्यवहार-समारोपः प्रस्तुतेऽन्यस्य वस्तुनः u^ 
—Sahityadarpana, x. 560-514 

Here the adjective qualifying शशिना, viz. उपोढरागेण, 
can as well apply to a lover. Moreover, the words like 
निझ्यामुखम., विलोलतारकम्‌, तिमिरांशुकम्‌, रागात्‌ are all 
paronomastic ( दिलष्ट ). Hence the behaviour of a lover 
( नायक-व्यवहार ) is conveyed through suggestion though not 
expresssed. But the suggested sense is not prominent here. 
It is the expressed sense, viz. the description of the moon in 
the dusk of the evening, that is the final import. The moon 
is presented to us with the behaviour of a lover super-imposed 
on it. Abhinavagupta thus explains the above verse :— 


I 00000900--तत्रार्थचित्र-शब्दचित्रयोरविदोषेणाधमत्वमयुक्‍्तं वक्तुम्‌ | 
तारतम्यस्य स्फुटमुपलब्धेः।---- सत्यपि तारतम्ये यदेकभेदत्वं कस्तहिँ 
ध्वति-गुणीभतव्यद्धत्रयोरीषदन्तरयोविंभिन्नभेदत्वे दुराग्रहः । 

—Rasagangadhara, p. 24, 
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“satel रोगः सान्ध्योऽरुणिमा प्रम च येन। विलोलास्तारका 
ज्योतींषि नेत्रत्रिभागाश्च यत्र। तेति झटित्येव प्रेमरभसेन च। 
गृहीतमाभासितं परिचुम्बितुमाक्रान्तं च । निशाया मुखं प्रारम्भो वदन- 
कोकनदं चेति। यशेति भटिति ग्रहणेन प्रेमरभसेन wa तिमिरं 
चांशुकाश्च सूक्ष्मांशवः तिमिरांशुकं रङ्मि-शवलीकृतं तमःपटलं, 
तिमिरांशुकं नीळजालिका नवोढा-प्रौढवधूचिता । रागाद्‌ रक्तत्वात्‌ 
सन्ध्याकृतादनन्तरं, प्रेमरूपाच्च हेतोः । पुरोऽपि पूर्वस्यां दिशि ag 
च । गलितं प्रशान्तं पतितं च । रात्रत्रा करण-भूतया समस्तं मिश्चितम्‌, 
उपलक्षणत्वेन वा। न लक्षितं रात्रि-प्रारम्भोऽप्तो इति न ज्ञातम्‌, 
तिमिरसंवलितांशुदर्शने हि रात्रिमुखमिति लांकेन लक्ष्यते, न तु 
स्फुट आलोके । नायिकापक्षे तु तयेति कर्तृपदम्‌ ।....अत्र च 
नायकेन पश्चाद्गतेन चुम्बनोपक्रमे पुरो नीलांशुकस्य ed पतनम्‌ । 
तेनात्र व्यङ्ग प्रतीतेऽपि न प्राधान्यम्‌ । तथाहि नायक-व्यवहारो 
निशा-शशिनावेव श्रङ्गार-विभावरूपौ संस्कुर्वाणोऽलंकारतां भजते, 
ततस्तु वाच्याद्विभावीभूताद्‌ रसनिःष्यन्दः १-07. cit., pp. 109- 
110. 

We should note that the masculine and feminine genders 
of the two words शशिन्‌ and निशा respectively are the pre-condi- 
tion for super-imposition of the behaviour of नायक and 
नायिका on each of them respectively, and aid suggestion in 
conveying the अप्रस्तुत sense. As Jagannatha observes :— 

“तस्मात्‌ “निशामुखं चृम्बति चन्द्रिकषा', अहमु खं चुम्बति चण्ड- 

भानु: इत्यादौ अप्रतीयमानं नायकत्व | zd टाप्‌-प्रथमाभ्यां प्रतिः 
LES “स्त्रीपुंवच्च' इत्येकशेषः. Abhinavagupta splits up the ex- 
pression समारोपितनायिका-नायक-व्यवहारयो: in the Vj above as 
follows in order to avoid एकरोष--“नायिकाया नायके यो व्यवहारः 
स निशायां समारोपितः, नायिकायां नायकस्य यो व्यवहारः स शशिनि समा- 
रोपित इति व्याख्याने नैकशोष प्रस ङ्ग:'-_°7,०८०॥०, p. 771. 
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पादितेन प्रकृत्यथंगतेन स्त्रीत्वेन पु स्त्वेत च स्वाधिकरण एवाभिव्यज्यते । 
एवं च निशा-शशिनोर्नायकत्व-सिद्धि: हिलष्ट-विशेषण:, व्यञजन- 
व्यापारेणैवाप्रकृतार्थवोधनम_, wad: प्रकरणादिना नियन्त्रणातू। 
तदित्थं व्यञ्जन-माहात्म्यादेवाप्रकृत-वाक्यार्थतादात्म्येन प्रकृत- 
वाक्यार्थोऽवतिष्ठते ।  गृणीभूतव्यङ्गप्रभेदश्चायमिति तु रमणीयः 
पन्था: t" — Op. cit., p. 499. 

निशा-शशिनोरेव वाक्यार्थत्वात्‌-.116 description of the moon 
and the night is the chief import of the verse since it is 
contextual or प्राकरणिक.' 


TEXT 
$३२। आश्षेपेऽपि व्यञ्गा-विज्ञेषाक्लेपिणोऽपि वाच्यस्यैव 
चारुख' प्राधान्येन वाक्याथ आक्षोपोक्ति-साम्रथ्यांद्ब ज्ञायते। 
तथाहि-तत्र शब्दोपारूढो वि्ेपाभिधानच्छया प्रतिपेधरूपो य 
आक्षेपः स एव व्यज्ञाविशेषमाक्षिपन मुख्य काव्यशरीरम्‌ । 
चारुल्ोतकष -निवन्धना हि वाच्य व्यङ्गप्रयोः प्राधान्य-विवक्षा। 
यथा 
अनुरागवती सन्ध्या दिवसस्ततूषुरःसरः | 
अहो दैवगतिः कीक तथापि न समागमः ॥ 
अत्र सत्यामपि व्यङ्गधःप्रतीतो वाच्यस्यैव चारत्वमुतूकष बद 
इति तस्येव प्राधान्य-विवक्षा॥ 


1 C०m३7९_-'आगत्य संप्रतिञ इत्यत्र नायकः वृत्तान्तोऽर्थशक्तिमूलो 
वस्तुरूपो निरपेक्ष-रवि-कमछिनीः व त्तान्ताध्यारोपेणैव स्थितः ’-Kavyaprakasa 
Chap. V. “न ह्यत्र नायक-वत्तान्तो रवि-कमलिनी-वृत्तान्तवत प्राधान्य 
लभते । कुतः ? रवि-पद्मिनी-वृत्तान्तस्य प्रभात-प्रस्तावाद्‌ वाच्यस्य सतोऽङ्गतां 
diae --Manikya-Candra's Samketa thereon, p. 156 (Mysore 
Sans. Series Edn.) 
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EXPOSITION 


§ 32. Bhàmaha defines आक्षेप 8७--'प्रतिषेध इवेष्टस्य यो 
विशेषाभिधितसया। वक्ष्यमाणोक्त-विषयः स आक्षोपो द्विधा मत: ।'-- 
Kavyálamkára, II. 68. Thus where an apparent negation 
( निषेधाभास ) is expressed only to convey with much greater 
force the intention of the speaker it is called आक्षेप. This 
negation might again be twofold—viz. it might refer to some- 
thing about to be spoken ( वक्ष्यमाण ) 
negation of a statement already expressed in words ( उत ). 


, or it might be the 


Thus, the ultimate intention ( इष्ट ) of the speaker is suggested 
and not expressed. The apparent negation which is expressed 
in words ( शब्दोपारूढ ), being incompatible ( बाधित) with. 
the centext and such other factors, gives rise to the cognition 
of the ultimate intention of the speaker. As Jagannatha so: 
clearly states :— 


“चतुरविधे5स्मिन्नाक्षेप इष्टोऽरथः, तस्य निषेधः, तस्याप्यसत्यत्वम्‌, 
अर्थंगतविशेषःप्रतिपादनं चेति चतुष्टयमुपयुज्यते । तेन नात्र निषेध- 
बिधिः | न वा विहित-निषेधः। अपि तु निषेधेनासत्येन विधेराक्षिप्य- 
माणत्वात्‌ योगार्थादाक्षोपः।?-0. cit., pp. 564-65. 


Thus, आक्षेप is based on लक्षण-लक्षणा inasmuch as the 
expressed sense, viz. negation, is only apparent and has to be 
given up contradicted as it is by all other factors. Compare :— 


“अत्र च निषेधः स्वयमनुपपद्यमानत्वाद्‌ अविश्वाम्यन्‌ स्वात्मानं 
विध्यर्थे समर्पयति--इति 'पराथे स्व-समर्पणम्‌ -इत्येवंरूपलक्षणा- 
मूलत्वमस्य सिद्धम्‌ । यदुक्‍्तमन्यत्र--“यत्र स्वयमविश्रान्ते: परार्थे 
स्व-समपंणम्‌ | कुरुतेऽसो स आक्षोपो निषेधस्येव भार्सनात्‌ ॥”- 


इति |—Jayaratha’s VimarSini on Alamkarasarvasva of Ruyyaka, 
p. 117. 


Abhinavagupta quotes the definition of आक्षेप froi.. 
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Bhimaha’s Kavydlankara: आक्षेप इति--'प्रतिषेध इवेष्टस्य यो 
विशेषाभिधित्सया । वक्ष्यमाणोक्तविषयः स आक्षोपो द्विधा मतः ॥।' 
तत्राद्यो यथा -'अहं त्वां यदि नेक्षोय क्षणमप्युत्सुका ततः | 
इयदेवास्त्वतोऽग्येत किमुक्तेनाप्रियेण ते ॥--इति वक्ष्यमाणमरण- 
विषयों निषेवात्माऽऽक्रोपः । तत्रेयदस्तु इत्येतावदेवात्र 'म्रिये' इत्याक्षिपत्‌ 
सत्‌ चारत्वतिवन्धनम्‌ इत्याक्षोप्येण आक्षेपकमलंकृतं सत्‌ प्रधानम्‌ | 
उक्त-विषयस्तु यथा ममंव- 
“भो भोः किं किमकाण्ड एव पतितस्त्वं पान्थ काच्या गतिः 
तत्तादक्‌ तृषितस्य मे खलमतिः सोऽयं जलं गूहते । 
अस्थानोपनतामंकाल-सुळभां तुष्णां प्रति क्रुध्य भोः 
त्रेलोक्य-प्रथित-प्रभाव-मंहिमा मार्ग: पुनर्मारवः ॥' 
—aq कर्चित्‌ सेवकः प्राप्तः प्राप्तव्यमस्मात्‌ किमितिन लभे इति 
्रत्याशा-विशस्यमानहृदयः केतचिदमुनाऽदोपेण प्रतिबोध्यते। तत्र 
आक्षोप्येण निषेधरूपेण असतुपुरुष-सेवा-त दूवेफस्य-ततूङतोद्वेगात्मनः 
शान्तरस-स्थायिभूत-निर्वेद-विभावरूपतया चमतूकृतिदायित्वम्‌ ॥ -- 
Op.cit., pp. 111-112. 


आशक्षेपेषषि . us .ज्ञायते- In the figure of speech आक्षेप, (००, 
it is the expressed sense that is predominant even though 
it gives rise to the knowledge of the suggested sense. And this 
view gains support from the derivative meaning of the term 
आक्षोप which is explained as 'आक्षिपति व्यङ्गप्रविशेषम्‌ इति आक्षप:' 
and as such refers to the expressed sense. 


चारुत्वोतकर्ष . . . प्राधान्यविवक्षा In determining which of 
the two PIES ( viz. expressed and suggested ) is principal and 
which of them is subordinate, the sole criterion should be 
चारुत्व or beauty. In आक्षेप, it is the वाच्य sense that charms 
us, for itis the mode of expression that is more attractive 


than the suggested sense. And as the expressed sense excels 
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the suggested sense in beauty of form, it is reasonably 
held as superior to the latter. 

We should note that Vimana’s definition of आक्षेप differs 
totally from that of Bhimaha, Dandin and Udbhata. As he 
says :— “उपमानाक्षोपद्चाक्षोप:'-K@ryalarnhkdarasiitra , IV. 3.27. 
(१) “उपमानस्य क्षेपः प्रतिषेधः उपमानाक्षोपः। तुल्यकार्यार्थेस्य 
ने रर्थक्य-विवक्षायाम्‌ । यथा-- 

तस्याश्चेन्मूखमस्ति सौम्यसुभगं कि पार्वणेनेन्दुना 
सौन्दर्यस्य पदं दृशो च यदि चेत्‌ कि नाम नीलोत्पलः | 
कि वा कोमलकान्तिभिः किशलयेः सत्येव तत्राधरे 

हा धालुः पुनरुक्त-वस्तुरचनारम्भेष्वपूर्वो ग्रहः ॥ 

(२) उपमानस्याक्षोपतः प्रतिपत्तिरित्यपि सूत्रार्थः । यथा-- 

एन्द्रं धनुः पाण्डुपयोधरेण शरद्‌ दधानाद्र॑नखःक्षताभम्‌। 

प्रसादयन्ती सकलद्धूमिन्दु तापं रवेरभ्यधिकं चकार ॥ 
> भत्र शरद्‌ वेश्येव, इन्दु नायकमिव, रवेः प्रतिनायकस्येव इत्यूप- 
मानानि गम्यन्ते ।। — Vriti thereon. 

The first variety of आक्षेप as explained by Vamana 
corresponds to प्रतीप of later writers, while the second variety 
is identical with समासोक्ति of Bhamaha, Udbhata and others. 
Anandavardhana cites the verse “अनुरागवती सन्ध्या? with 
a view to illustrating by a single verse both the figures of 
speech, समासोक्ति ( according to Bhàmaha) and आक्षेप 
(according to Vamana). Whether it be regarded as 
समासोक्ति or आक्षेप, the suggested sense here is subordinate 
to the expressed sense which is more charming. As Abhinava- 
gupta observes :— 

“वामताभिप्रायेणायमाक्षेपः, भामहाभिप्रायेण तु समासोक्तिः 


^ ` 


रित्यमुमाशयं हृदये गृहीत्वा समासोकत्याक्षेपयोः युक्त्येदमेकमेवादा- 
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हरणं व्यतरद्‌ ग्रन्थकृत्‌ । एषाऽपि समासोवितर्वास्तु, आक्षेपो वा, 
किमनेनास्माकम्‌ । सर्वथाऽळंकारेषु व्यङ्गग्र वाच्ये गुणीभवति इति 


नः स्ााध्यम्‌-इत्याशयोऽत्र ग्रन्थेऽस्मद्गुरुभिर्निरूपितः ।?-- Op. cit 
p. 115. 


TEXT 


$331 यथा च दीपकापह त्यादो व्यङ्कपत्वेनोपमायाः 
प्रतीतावपि प्राधान्येनाविवक्षितत्वात्‌ न तया व्यपदेशस्तद्वदत्रापि 
द्रव्यम्‌ ॥ 


EXPOSITION 


33. Now it might be contended that granted that the 
suggested sense is subordinate to the expressed sense in the 
case of the figures of speech समासोक्ति and आक्षेप as shown 
above, why should they not be designated as THAT APA 
काव्य७% primarily rather than चित्रकाव्य's ? To this the 
Dhvanikára replies that the designation ( व्यपदेश ) goes 
after the principal factor and not the subordinate one. And as 
in the case of the above two figures of speech, it is the express- 
ed sense that is more charming and on that account superior 
to the suggested sense, the poems too are respectively named 
after the figures of speech that embellish the expressed sense 
and not after the suggested sense. For, the maxim runs: 
प्राधान्येन व्यपदेशा भवस्ति This he illustrates by referring to 
the cases of दीपक and are, fr. दीपक, according to Udbhata, 
is based on similarity ( औपम्य ). As he defines it :— 


“आदि-मध्यान्त-विषया: प्राधान्येतरयोगिन: । 

अन्तर्गतोपमाधमा यत्र तद्‌ दीपकं fag: I —Op. cit, 1. 14. 

Rüyyaka, also, follows Udbhata :--प्रस्तुताप्रस्तुतानां g 
दीपकस्‌ ॥ ओपम्यस्य गम्यत्वे इत्याद्यनुवत्तते ।. . . -तत्र इवाद्य- 
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प्रयोगादुपमानोपमेयभावो गम्यमानः —— Alamkárasarvasya, 
pp. 71-72. The illustration given by Udbhata of this figure 


of speech is as follows : 
“संजहार शरत्‌कालः कदम्ब-कुसुम-श्रिय: | 
प्रेयोवियोगिनीनां च नि:शेष-सुख-संपद: ॥-- 
which has been explained by Pratiharenduraja as :— 

“अत्र संहरणात्मा धर्म: कदम्ब-कुसुम-शोभाकमंकत्वेन विरहिणी- 
सुख-संपत्‌कर्मकत्वेन च उपनिबध्यमानोऽन्तर्गतोपमः शरत्समयस्योप- 
वर्ण्येमानतया कदम्ब-कुसुम-श्री-संहारस्य प्राकरणिकार्थ-निष्ठत्वाद्‌ 
'बिरहिणी-सुखसंपत्संहारस्य च अप्राकरणिकार्थविषयत्वात्‌ । 
तेनात्रान्तर्गतोपमत्वम्‌ । यथा प्रेयोवियोगिनीनां निःशेषाः सुख-संपद: 
संजहार तथा कदम्ब-कुसुमश्रियोषपि--इति 1/”—Op. cit., pp. 15-16. 

Thus, though in every case of दीपक there is an apprehen- 
sion of similarity in the background, stillit is not styled उपमा, 
since the knowledge of similarity is not so charming as (and is 
consequently subordinate to) the mode of expression in which 
a Single word, whether it be expressive of quality ( गुण ) or 
action ( क्रिया ), is construed with both the प्राकरणिक and 
अप्राकरणिक statements. As Abhinavagupta observes: अत्र 
दीपनकृतमेव चारुत्वम्‌. Similarly, arg ति, too, is based on 
aqra. Yet, itis not designated as उपमा, inasmuch as it 
is the expressed negation that is more charming than the 
suggested similarity. Cf. qaga शोभा —ZLocana. Bhamaha 
defines aqa fa as :--“अपक्व_तिरभीष्टस्य किंचिदन्तर्गतोपमा 
(Op. cit., III. 21) and illustrates it by— 

“नेयं विरौति भृङ्गाली मदेन मुखरा AE: | 
अयमाकृष्यमाणस्य कन्दर्प-धनुषो ध्वनिः ॥ — N. 22. 

We are to note, however, that Rudrata in his Kavya- 

Jamkara regards दीपक as a variety of वास्तव, and not 
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of ओपम्य, and accordingly in his opinion there is no apprehens 
sion of similarity in the case of दीपक. Compare :— 

“अर्थस्यालंकारा वास्तवमौपम्यमतिशयः BT: | 

एषामेव विशेषा अन्ये wafer निःशेषा: ।! 

वास्तवमिति तजूज्ञेयं क्रियते वस्तु-स्वरूपकथनं यत्‌ । 

पुष्टार्थमविपरीतं निरुपंममनतिशयमइलेषम्‌ ॥ 

तस्य सहोक्ति-समुच्चय-जाति-यथासंख्य-भाव-पर्यायाः। 

विषमानुमान-दीप॒क-परिकर-परिवृत्ति-परिसंख्याः ॥.. ” 
—Op. cit., VII. 9-11. 


Bhàmaha, in his definition of आक्षेप, too, does not 
allude to the suggested similarity :— 


“आदिमध्यान्तविषयं त्रिधा दीपकमिष्यते i 
एकस्येव त्रचवस्थत्वादिति तद्‌ भिद्यते त्रिधा ॥” 
—Op. cit., ii. 25. 
—and this might have led Udbhata in his commentary 
called Bhamaha-vivarana to observe that a दीपक need not 
always be based on similarity, a view which Abhinavagupta 
records in his Locana and refutes, though in his indepen- 
dent  Kaüvyalamkára-sára-samigraha Udbhata ^ explicity lays 
down similarity as the pre-condition of दीपक. Cf :— 
"wq विवरणकृत्‌- दीपकस्य सर्वत्रोपमान्वयो नास्तीति बहुनो- 
दाहरणःप्रपञ्चेन 'विचारितवांस्तदनुपयोगि निःसारं सुप्रतिक्षेपं च । 
“मदो जनयति प्रीतिं साऽनङ्गं मानभञ्जनम्‌ | 
स प्रियासद्गमोत्कण्ठां साऽसह्यां मनसः शुचम्‌ ॥-(द्यामह्‌) 
अत्रापि उत्तरोत्तरजन्यत्वेऽपि उपमानोपमेयभावस्य सुकल्पत्वात्‌ | 
नहि क्रमिकाणां नोपमातोपयमेभावः। तथा हि- “राम इव ` 
दशरथोऽभूत्‌ दशरथ इव रघुरजोऽपि रघुसदुशः। अज इव दिलीपः 
वंशङ्चित्रं रामस्य कीत्तिरियम्‌ ॥”~इति cro भवति। तस्मात्‌ 


7 
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क्रमिकत्व समं वा प्राऊरणिकत्वमुपमां निरुणद्धीति कोऽयं त्रास इत्यलं 
ग्दभीदाहानुवत्तनेन \—Op. cit., pp. 120-121. Rüyyaka, in his 
Alarnkara-sarvasya, does not regard मालादीपक as a figure 
based on ओऔपम्य but on AST or sequence, and his view 
might have been inspired by Udbhata’s statement in his lost 
विवरण to which Abhinavagupta refers in the passage quoted 
just now. Rüyyaka's definition of मालादीपक is -““पुर्वेस्य 
पूर्वस्थात्तरोत्तरगुणावहत्वे मालादीपकम्‌ ।। - -मालात्वेन चारुत्वविशेष- 
माश्रित्य दीपक-प्रस्तावोल्लद्धुनेनेह लक्षणं कृतम्‌ ॥ on which 
Jayaratha comments :— 

“ननु चास्य प्राच्यैदीपकानन्तरं लक्षणं कृतम्‌. इह किं न 
तथेत्याशडूय़ाह--मालात्वेनेत्यादि | माला-शब्देनात्र FHT लक्ष्यते | 
तस्या एवोपक्रान्तत्वात्‌ । न चात्र मालोपमावत्‌ सालाशब्दो ज्ञेय: । 
एकस्योपमेयस्य बहूपमानोपादानाभावात्‌। अत्र हि ओपस्यमेव 
नास्ति । कोदण्डशरादीनां तस्याविवक्षणात्‌ । अत एवास्य दीपक- 
भेदत्वं न वाच्यम्‌ । औपम्यजीवितं हि तत्‌ । प्राच्ये: पुनरेतद्‌ 
दीपनमात्रानुंगुण्यात्‌ तदनन्तरं लक्षितम्‌। श्गह्ललात्वेन तु विशिष्टमस्य 
चारुत्वमितीह लक्षणं युक्‍तम्‌ । एतच्च दीपक एव ग्रच्थकृतोक्‍्तम्‌ । 
“छायान्तरेण तु मालादीपक प्रस्तावान्तरे लक्षयिष्यत'-इति ॥ ¬ 
° Vimarsini, pp. 141-49. 

Thus Abhinavagupta’s reflexions on Udbhata’s view are 
not just, as “मदो जनयति प्रीतिम्‌ being an instance of 
मालादीपक is based on AEAT and not on औपम्य, as shown 
above. Compare also Rasagangddhara :— 

“'उत्तरोत्तरस्मिन्‌ पूर्वपू्व॑स्योपकारकतायां मालादीपकम्‌ । यथा-- 
“आस्वादेन रसो रसेन कविता काव्येन वाणी यथा-- इत्यादि । 
एतच्च प्राचामनुरोधादस्माभिरिहोदाहृतम्‌ | वस्तुतस्तु एतद्‌ दीपकः 


मेव न शक्यं वक्तुम्‌, सादुश्य-संपर्काभावात्‌। किंतु एकावलीप्रभेद 
इति वक्ष्यते । 0. cit., pp. 437-38 ; vide also p. 614. 
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TEXT 
$39 । अङ्गक्त-निमित्तायामपि विशेषोक्‍्तों- 
“आहूतोऽपि सहायेरोमित्युक्तवा विमुक्तनिद्रोडपि । 

` गन्तुमना अपि पथिकः संकोचं नेव शिथिलयति ।” 
Ret व्यङ्गप्रस्य प्रकरण-सामर्थ्यात्‌ प्रतीतिमात्रम्‌। नतु 

ततूप्रतोतिनिमित्ता काचिञ्चारुत्व-निष्पत्तिरिति न प्राधान्यम्‌ 1 

EXPOSITION 

$34. Visesokti is a figure of speech based on causality 
(कार्य-कारणाभाव ). For an effect (कार्य) to be produced 
there must be some cause ( कारण ) to account for it. But 
in विशेषोक्ति the effect is described as absent even though 
all the causal factors are apparently present. Thus there is an 
apparent violation of the law of causality. But it is only 
apparent. Forthough prima facie all the causal factors seem 
to be present there, yet if we examine carefully we would be 
able to discover some factor, which might be expressed in 
words or not as the case might be, to account for the 
absence of the effect, and thus the law of causality. here 
remains inviolate. Now, ifthe special causal factor ( निमित्त) 
be expressed, the विशेषोक्ति is known as उक्त-निमित्ता, 
otherwise it is termed as अनुक्त-निमित्ता, in which case the 
निमित्त is conveyed through suggestion ( व्यञ्जना). As 


Riyyaka defines it :— 

“कारण-सामग्रेत्र कार्यांमुत्‌पत्तिवि गेषोक्तिः । इह समग्राणि 
कारणानि नियमेन कार्यमुत्‌पादयन्तीति प्रसिद्धम्‌ । अन्यथा समग्रत्व- 
स्यैव अभाव-प्रस ङ्गात्‌ | यत्तु सत्यपि सामग्रेप्र न जनयन्ति कार्यं सा 
कञ्चित्‌ विशेषमभिव्यङक्लु प्रयुज्यमाना विशेषोक्तिः। सा. च 
द्विविधा--उक्त-निमित्ता अनुक्त-निमित्ता च। अनुक्तस्य च चिम्त्या- 
चिन्त्यत्वेन दव विध्यात्‌ uU—Op. cit, pp. 126-127. ` 
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Thus, finally, विशेषोष्तित is divided into three different 
varieties—viz. उबत-निमित्त, अचिन्त्य-निमित्त and अनुक्त-चिन्त्य- 
fafaa. In the first two varieties there is no apprehension of 
suggested sense, and as such Anandavardhana here takes up the 
third variety where the निमित is suggested. As Abhinavagupta. 
comments :— 

“यथा--स एकस्त्रीणि जयति जगन्ति कुसुमायुधः | 

हरताऽपि तनु यस्य शम्भुना न हृतं बलम्‌ ॥ -- 

इयं चाचिन्त्य-निमित्तेति नास्यां Smeg uu: उक्त-निमित्ताया- 
मपि वस्तु-स्वभावमात्रत्वे पर्यवसानमिति तत्रापि न व्यङ्भ्रसःद्घावशङ्का । 
यथा— 

'कपू र इव दग्धोऽपि शक्तिमान्‌ यो जने जने । 

नमोऽस्त्ववार्य-वीर्याय qud कुसुमधन्वने ॥।' 
तेन प्रकारद्वयमवधीर्यं तृतीयं प्रकारमाशङ्कते-अनुक्तनिमित्ताया- 
मपीति ।।?—0p. cit., pp. 116-117. 

आहूतोऽपि. ...शिथिलयति-- Here, the निमित्त that is suggested 
is, according to Udbhata, the biting cold of a winter dawn. 
But this suggested sense has no beauty at all and as such 
cannot claim any predominance over the expressed sense. 
Cr: “शीतकृता खल्वार्तिरत्र विवक्षितेति भट्टोद्भूटः । तदभिप्राये- 
णाह--'न तत्र काचिच्चारुत्व-निष्पत्तिरिति' 11’ — Locana. But some 
scholiasts have tried to discover a much livelier form of 
suggested sense in the above dryd as noted by Abhinavagupta. 
himself. But that, too, is not very attractive :— , 

“यत्तु रसिकैरपि निमित्तं कल्पितम्‌ू--'कान्ता-समागमे गमनादपि 
लघुतरमुपायं स्वप्नं मन्यमानो निद्रागमबुद्धप्रा संकोचं नात्यजत्‌ ¬ 
इति तदपि निमित्तं चार्त्व-हेतुतया नालंकार-विद्धि: कल्पितम्‌, 
अपि तु विशेषोक्तिमाग एव न. शिथिलयतीत्येवम्भूतोऽभिव्यज्यमात- 
निमित्तोपस्क्ृतञ्चारुत्वहेतुः। अन्यथा तु विशेषकितिरेवेयं . त भवेत्‌ | 
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एवमभिप्रायद्रयमपि साधारणोकत्या ग्रन्थकुन्न्यरूपयत्‌, न तु Age- 
भिप्रायेण ग्रन्थो व्यवस्थित इति मन्तव्यम्‌ ॥”0- cit., p. 117. 
Rüyyaka in his Alamkdra-sarvasa quotes this verse as an 


instance of अनुक्त-नि मित्ता विशेषोक्ति and adopts this second 
view regarding the nature of the suggested sense. Compare :— 


“,...-.तथा आह्वानोदयः संकोच-शिथिलाकार-हेतव इति तेषु 
| सत्स्वपि तस्यानुत्पत्तौ प्रियतमा-स्वप्त-समागमाद्चनुकतं सच्चिन्त्यं 
| निमित्तम्‌ Uu" — Op. cit., p. 127. 

TEXT 
३३५। पर्यायोक्तेऽपि यदि प्राधान्येन व्यङ्गत्वं तद्भवतु 
नाम तस्य शवनावन्तर्भावः । न तु ध्वनेस्तत्रान्तभावः। तस्य 
महाविषयत्वेन अङ्गित्वेन च प्रतिपादयिष्यमाणत्वात्‌। न पुनः 
पयायोक्ते भामहोदाहतसब्शे व्यङ्ग्रस्येच माधान्यथ्‌। वाच्यस्य 
तत्र उपसज नीभावेनाविवक्षितस्वात्‌ ॥ 
EXPOSITION 
§ 35. Udbhata defines पर्यायोबत as :— 
“पर्यायोक्तं यदान्येन प्रकारेणाभिधीयते | 
वाच्य-वाचक- ,त्िभ्यां शून्येनावगमात्मना ॥ ` 
—which has been explained by Pratiharenduraja as follows :— 
* वाचकाभिधायकस्य स्व-द्यन्दस्य वृत्तिर्व्यापांरो वाच्यार्थ- 
प्रत्यायनम्‌ । वाच्यस्य d अभिघेयस्य व्यापारो वाच्यान्तरेण 
serere क्षा-सन्निधि-योग्यता-माहात्म्यात्‌ संसर्ग-गमनम्‌ । Ud- 
विधस्य यो वाच्य-वाचकथोर्व्यापारस्तंमन्तरेणापि प्रकारान्तरेणारथं- 
सामर्थ्यात्मनाऽवगम-स्वभावेन यदवगम्यते तत्‌ पर्यायेण स्व-कण्ठान- 
भिहितमवि सान्तरेण शब्द -व्यापारेण अवगम्यमानत्वात्‌ पर्यायोक्तं 
~ Ñ e. 
| वस्तु। तेन च स्व-संड्लेष-वशेन काव्याथो5ल क्रियते ॥"-07. cit, 
| - $85 Sek 
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Thus, in पर्यायोक्त the expressed sense suggests another 
sense. This suggested sense, however, though not conveyed in 
words, is identical with the expressed sense, the only difference 


being in the respective process of conveying each. As Riyyaka 
States :— 


“गम्यस्यापि भङ्कप्रन्तरेणाभिधानं पर्यायोक्तम्‌ । यदेव गम्यं 
तस्येवाभिधाने पर्यायोकतम्‌ t" 

It might be asked, however, that how can the self-same 
thing be simultaneously suggested as Well as expressed. To 
this Rüyyaka answers :— 

“गम्यस्य सत: कथमभिधानमिति चेत्‌, गम्यापेक्षया प्रकारान्तरेण 
अभिधानस्य भावात्‌ । न हि तस्येव तदेव aaa विच्छित्त्या गम्यत्वं 
वाच्यत्वं च संभवति। अंतः कार्यमुखद्वारेणाभिधानम्‌ । कार्यादेरपि 
तत्र प्रस्तुतत्वेन वर्णनाहत्वात्‌ ll" —Op. cit, p. 111. 

The manner in which the SW sense is cognised is 
different from that in which it is expressed in words and this 
constitutes the essence of पर्वायोक्‍त or Periphrasis. Thus, in 
the verse :— 

“स्पृष्टास्ता नन्दने शच्याः केश-संभोग-लालिताः । 

सावज्ञं पारिजातस्य मञ्जर्यो यस्य dfe: 
—the conquest of heaven by Hayagriva is being suggested, 
and at the same time it is expressed through the effects of that 


conquest—viz. Hayagriva’s soldiers plucking with contempt 
the twigs of Parijata so carefully reared up for the decoration 


of Sachi’s locks, though not in so many words: “अत्र हयग्रीवस्य 
कार्येमुरेन स्वर्ग-विजयो वर्णितः। प्रभावातिशय-प्रतिपादनं च । 
कारणादिव कार्यादपीति कार्थमपि वर्णनीयमेवेति पर्यायोवतस्या ` 
विषयः 11”’—Alamkara-sarvasya, p. 112. 
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Mammata, too, states :— 

. यं प्रेक्ष्य चिररूढा$पि निवास-प्रीतिरुज्किता। 
मदेनरावणमुखे मानेन हृदये gt:t— 

“अत्र ऐरावण-शक्रौ मद-मान-मुक्‍्तो जातो इति व्यद्धप्रमपि 
शब्देनाच्यते । तेन यदेवोच्यते तदेव व्यद्भप्रम्‌ । यथातु व्यङ्कग्र न 
तथा उच्यते ।।—This he illustrates by referring toa thing 
which is simultaneously the object of perception (प्रत्यक्ष) and 
of description. Thus, when We perceive a white cow, the 
content of our preceptual knowledge is something indetermi- 
nate, uncharacterised by any universal (जाति), quality (गुण), 
or action (क्रिया) or nomenclature (नामन्‌) attached to it. But 
when we seek to describe the same ‘individual cow through 
the medium of language, we can do so only by superimpos- 
ing on it all those charcteristics—जाति, गुण, क्रिया and नामन्‌ 
which are merely ideal constructions (विकल्प) abstracted (भिन्न) 
and later on related together (संसृष्ट) through the analytic-cum- 
synthetic function of our intellect. Thus, just as in the above 
instance the same individual cow is simultaneously the object 
of indeterminate perception and determinate verbal description, 
so in the instances cited there can be no incongruity in the 
same thing being expressed and suggested through different 
modes. As Mammata notes :— 

“यथा गवि शुक्ले चलति दृष्टे गौः झुक्लश्चलतींति विकल्पः i 


यदेव दुष्टं तदेव विकल्पयति । न तु यथा दृष्टं तथा । यतो$भिन्ना- 
संसष्टत्वेन दृष्टं भेद-संसर्गाभ्यां विकल्पयति ॥ 204.1 


“संस॒ज्यन्ते न भिद्यन्ते स्वतोऽर्थाः पारमार्थिका: d 
रूपमेकमनेकळ्च तेपु बुद्धेर्पप्लवः ॥|-- 
— Taltvasamgraha-Panjika of Kamalasila. p. 228 (Gaekwad 


$ ies TA ¢ Js are momentary point- 
Oriental Series Edn. All rea m ry 
a exclusive 2 all similar or dissimilar entities and 


x Compare: 
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Thus, even the ancients like Bhàmaha, Udbhata, too, 
recognised in the figure of speech पर्यायोक्त a distinct appre- 
hension ofthe suggested sense. So it might be argued that 
the element of Dhvani is not anything apart from that figure 
of speech and can easily be brought within the purview of the 
same. ‘This being the case, the claim of the Dhvani-thcorists 
that they have for the first time brought to light the element 
of Dhvani is totally groundless, as it was long ago recog- 
nised by the ancients who equated it with an अलंकार. 

To this the Vrttikdra answers by saying :— 

पर्यायोक्तेऽपि. . --घ्वनावन्तर्भाव:--४/८, the Dhvani theorists, 
do not deny that in the figure of speech पर्यायोक्त there is 
cognition of the suggested sense, but we cannot agree with the 
ancient Alarnkarikas like Bhàmaha, Udbhata, etc., who 
would bring within its scope all forms of Dhvani. For, the 
suggested sense, in this figure, is not always predominant. 
But if in any case, the suggested sense be more striking and 


there can be no relation between them. Nor can there 
be any split of the integer of reality into a quality and 
a substance. But linguistic usage proceeds on the assump- 
tion of such relations of synthesis and analysis, integra- 
tion and division, which are not possible between two real 
objective facts. For instance, the word ‘forest’? denotes 
a number of trees, individual by individual, that are 
absolutely detached from one another and have mo 
Objective nexus between one and the other. Again, when 
we speak of a ‘blue flower’, the two things ‘blue’ quality 
and the ‘flower’ substance are understood to be distinct 
entities brought together. But in reality, the flower and the 
blue are one and the same thing, the division is only a 
conceptual construction without any factual basis.” Buddhist 
Philosophy of Universal Flux by Dr. Satkari Mookerjee, 
p.125. We should note that the above text of the Kavya- 
Prakasa is based upon the Buddhist theory of Perception. 
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charming than the expressed sense, there can be no objection 


to regarding पर्यायोक्त as a case of Dhvani proper. 

न पुनः. . . . प्रतिपांदयिष्यमाणत्वातू--116 ancient Alarh- 
karikas were inconsistent in comprehending under this figure 
of speech the whole domain of Dhvani-kdvya. For the scope 
of Dhvani is much more extensive (महाविषय ) than that of 
पर्यायोक्त. For, even Where there is no पर्यायोक्त, there are 
found cases of ध्वनि. A particular वर्ण ( letter ), a particular 
प्रत्यय ( suffix ), a particular रीति (style) or गुण ( poetic 
quality ) might give rise 10 the cognition of some suggested 
sense which excels in charm the expressed sense.! As Abhinaya- 
gupta notes: “वनिहि महाविषयः aaa भावाद्‌ व्यापकः ।॥-- 
What more, ध्वनि is the soul ( af ga) of a poem, and how 
can it be reasonably equated with a mere figure of speech ? 
Compare: 'प्राधान्यादल कार्यो fg ध्वनिरलंकारस्व पर्यायोक्तस्य 
कुक्षौ कथंकारं निविशत्ञामिति तु विचा रान्त रम्‌ —Anasagangadhara. 


न पुन:....अविवक्षितत्वातू-- has been admitted above 


instances of ध्वनि. But this admission does not go to prove 
the fact that Bhamaha and other ancient authors had any 
clear conception regarding this position. It is we, assert the 
Dhvani-theorists, who have brought out the implications 
which were not even grasped by them : “a चेयदपि प्रावतने- 
दृष्टपि तु अस्माभिरेव उन्मीलितमिति दर्शयति--न पुनरिति॥ — 


"Locana. In the verse which Bhamaha cites as an illustration 


of this figure of speech the suggested sense is not predominant, 


asthe expressed sense is not intended to be subordinate to 


the former. If he had given as an illustration the verse, “भमः 
’ we might have paused to consider that Bhamaha 


धम्मिअ-- 
in the figure of speech पर्यायोक्त a 


might have reco gnised 


x, Compare Dhyanyaloka, Se giia ni 2 ; III. 16. 
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pure case of ध्वनि. As this is not the case, it stands that 
the पर्यायोक्त as conceived by the ancients cannot be identi- 
fied with Dhvani andis merely an ordinary figure of speech 
where the expressed sense is embellished by the suggested 


sense. It should be noted, however, that Bhamaha's पर्यायोक्त 


can be equated with a variety of the गृणीभूत-व्य ङ्ग of the 
Dhvani-theorists. We cite below the comments of Abhinava- 
gupta on this point :— 

“भामहस्य यादृक्‌ तदीयं रूपमभिमतं तादृगुदाहरणेन दर्शितम्‌ 
तत्रापि नेव व्यङ्भप्रस्य प्राधान्यम्‌ , चारुत्वाहेतुत्वात्‌ । तेन तदनु- 
सारितया तत्सदृशं यदृदाहरणान्तरमपि कल्प्यते तत्र नैव व्यङ्गप्रस्य 
प्राधान्यमिति सङ्गतिः। यदि तु तदुक्तमुदाहरणमनादृत्य “भम 
धम्मिअ--' इत्यायुदा हियते तदस्मच्छिष्यते व। केवलं तु नयमनवलम्व्य 
अपश्रवणेन आत्मसंस्कार इत्यनायेचेष्टितम्‌ । यदाहुरतिहासिकाः- 
“अवज्चयाऽप्यवच्छाद्य श्रुण्वन्‌ नरकमृच्छति”--इति। भामहेन 
हाय दाहतम्‌-- 

“गृहेष्वध्वसु वा नान्नं भुञ्ज्महे यदधीतिनः । 
विप्रा न भुञ्जते” इति। 

एतद्धि भगवद्‌-वासुदेवचनं पर्यायेण रसदानं निषेधति। यत्‌ 
सा एवाह-“तच्च रसदान-निवृत्तये”-इति । न चास्य रस-दान- 
निषेधस्य व्यङ्गस्य किञ्चित्‌ चारुत्वमस्ति येन प्राधान्यं EAT । 
अपि तु तद्व्य ङ्गपरोपो दूबलितं विप्रभोजनेन विना यन्न भोजनं तदेवोकत- 
प्रकारेण पर्यायोक्तं सत्‌ प्राकरणिकं भोजनार्थमलकुरुते। नहि अस्य 
ffas भोजनं भवतु इति विवक्षित मिति पर्यायोक्तमल'कार एवेति 
चिरन्तनानामभिमत इति तातूपर्यंम्‌ ॥”--09. cit, pp. 119-120. 

TEXT 

$३६। अपह (ति-दीपकयोः पुनर्वाच्यस्य प्राधान्यं व्यङ्गस्य 

चाजुयायित्व' प्रसिद्धमेव । 
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संकराल'कारेऽपि यदाउलू कारो5ल कारान्तरच्छायामनुग्रह्ा ति, 
तदा व्यङ्गप्रस्य प्राधान्येनाविवक्षितत्वात्‌ न ध्वनि-विषयत्वम्‌। 
अल कारद्वयसंभावनायां तु वाच्यःव्यङ्गप्रयोः समं प्राधान्यम्‌! 
अथ वाच्योपसर्जनीभावेन eager तत्रावस्थान' तदा सोऽपिः 
ध्बनि-विषयोऽस्तु, न तु स एव ध्वनिरिति वक्तृ शक्यम्‌, 
पर्यायोक्त-निदि्ठन्यायात्‌। अपि च संकराल'कारेऽपि कचित्‌ 
संकरो क्तिरेव ध्वनि-संभावनां निराकरोति ॥ 

EXPOSITION 

$36. अपह्न्‌_ति-दीपकयोः. . . . प्रसिद्धमेव--8०० Supra. 

When more than one figure of speech mingle together ini 
a particular piece of poetry, we may have two different 
species of alamiküra known as संसृष्टि and संकर. Rüyyaka 
in his Alamkárasarvasvya admirably brings out the distinction 
between these two figures of speech and their claim to be 
ranked as separate alamkaras :— 

“उक्तालंकाराणां यथासंभवं यदि aafaa वचनं स्यात्‌, तदा ते 
कि पथकत्वेन पर्यवसिताः, उत तदलंकारान्तरमेव किंचिद्‌ इति 
विचार्यते। तत्र यथा बाह्याळकाराणा सोवर्ण-मणिमय-प्रभतीतां 
पृथक्‌ चारुत्व-हेतुत्वेपि संघटनाकृतं चास्त्वान्तर जायते, तद्वत्‌ 
प्रकृतालंकाराणामपि संयोजने चारुत्वान्तरमुपलभ्यते | तेनालकारान्तर, 
प्रादुर्भावो, न पृथक्‌ पर्यवसानमिति निर्णयः। अलंका रान्तरत्वेऽपि 
च संयोगन्यायेन स्फुटावगमो भेदः। समवायन्यायेन चास्फुटावगम 
इति द्वैधम्‌। gaa संसृष्टिः, उत्तरत्र संकरः। अत एव तिल- 
तण्डलन्यायः, क्षीर-नीर-न्यायश्च तयार्यथाथतामवगमयत ॥--09- 

pp. 193-195 


Thus, in संसष्टि the constituent alamkaras are quite inde- 


pendent of each other, and the beauty consists 1n the mere 


juxtaposition, But in the case of संकर, the constituent 
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figures of speech are interdependent on one another, and 
this interdependence might arise in four different ways 
according to Udbhata—viz., by संदेह, by a commixture of 
alamkáras belonging to both शब्द and अर्थ, by co-inherence 
in a common -substratum, and lastly, by the relation of 
principal and subordinate subsisting between one another.+ 
Of these, however, the second variety of संकर, viz., शब्दार्था- 
लंकार-संकर, has been discarded by Riiyyaka, as he compre- 
hends it under संसृष्टि Compare :— 

“शब्दार्थवत्त्येछका र-संकरस्तु भट्टोज्भूट-प्रकाशितः संसृष्टावन्त- 
भावितः इति त्रि-प्रकार एव संकर इह प्रदर्शित: ।'-.41कफदाव- 
sarvasva, on which Jayaratha comments :— 

“संसृष्टाविति-अनयोहि आश्रय-भेदात्‌ तिल-तण्ड्लन्यायेन स्पष्ट 
एव भेदावगम इत्यत्रेवान्तर्भावो युक्‍त: UU Op. cit., p. 204. 

Now, in the first three varieties of संकर--शं2., संदेह- 
संकर, शब्दार्थवत्त्यलंकार-संकर and एकवाचकानुप्रवेश-संकर, 
there can be no possibility of suggested sense, as is prima 
facie evident. In the fourth variety, however, viz. अनग्राह्या- 
नग्राहकभाव-सकर, there is indeed some possibility of suggestion, 
and as such, the opponents might try to bring ध्वनि under 
its scope. To refute this the Vrttikdra states :— 

संकरालंकारे$पि... :ऽवनि-विपयत्वम्‌ 1 the suggested sense 
be not principally intended, as is the case in the fourth variety 
of संकर, there can beno ध्वनि: For example in the verse— 


I Compare: बहुनामलंकाराणां परस्परनिरपेक्षाणां द्वयोर्वा तथाविधयो- 
रेकत्र शाब्द एव अर्थ एव वा उपनिवन्धे सति संसृष्टिरलंकार: । यत्र तु. परस्पर- 
सापेक्षत्वं तत्र संदेहैकशब्दाभिधानानुग्राह्यानुग्राहक-स करास्त्रय: पूर्वमभिहिताः। 
यत्र च शब्दार्थलक्ष णाश्रयद्वितयनिष्ठतयाऽनेकाल कारोपनिबन्धस्तत्रापि शब्दार्थ- 
वत्त्येनेकाळ कारस कर SAT: | एतद्वेलक्षण्येन तु स सृष्टिः ’—Pratiharendu- 
taia on Kavyalamkara-sara-samgraha, II. 5. 
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“प्रवातनी लोतूपलनिविंशेषमधीरविप्रेक्षितमायताक्ष्या । 

तया गृहीतं नु मृगाङ्गनाभ्यस्ततो गृहीतं नु मुगाङ्गनाभिः॥'” 

—the affinity of Parvati’s unsteady glances with those of 
the deer is suggested, but this suggested simile is subordinate 


to the expressed doubt which is more charming. So this, 
too, cannot be an example of ध्वनि. 


Now, it might be argued that in the first variety, Viz. 
सं देह्‌-संक र, where there is doubt as to the nature of the 
alamkdra and where any alamkdra might be posited in the 
absence of any positive and determining factor, there can be 
a case of ध्वनि. To this Anandayardhana answers; अलंकार- 
हृयसंभावनायां तु. . . .प्राधान्यम्‌-17 संदेह-संकर, both the 
alamiküras, suggested as well as expressed, are equally predo- 
minant. For, as there is no definite clue as to which alamkara: 
should be expressed and which suggested, both may be 
suggested as well as expressed alternately and it would be 
illogical to arbitrarily mark out the one as predominant in 
preference to the other. Thus in none of the four varieties 
of संकार can there be a genuine case of ध्वनि. We quote here 
Abhinavagupta’s comments on this section, which would make 
the point clearer :— 


“संकरालंकारे$पि-इति-- 
“विरुद्धालंक्रियोल्लेखें समं queni । 
एकस्य च ग्रहे न्याय-दोषाभावे च संकर: ॥' 
__इति लक्षणादेकः प्रकारः। यथा समेव | 
i शशिवदना-सितसरसिजनयना सित-कुन्द-दशनपंवितारियम्‌ | 
गगन-जल-स्थलूसंभ वह॒द्याकारा HAT विधिना ॥ --इति i 
अत्र शशी वदनमस्याः तद्वद, वा वदनमस्या इति रूपकोपमोल्लेखाद' 
जता द्यासंभवात्‌ एकतरपक्ष-त्यागश्रहण प्रमाणाभावात्‌ सकर: इति 
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व्यद्धथ-वाच्य़ताया एवानिश्चयात्‌ का ध्वनि-संभावना। योऽपि द्वितीयः 
प्रकारः-शब्दार्थालंकाराणामेकत्र भाव इति तत्रापि प्रतीयमानस्य का 
agri यथा--स्मर स्मरमिव प्रियं रमयसे यदालिङ्गनात्‌--इति | 
अत्रेव यमकपुयमा च | तृतीयः प्रकार:--प्रत्रकत्र वाक्यांशेऽनेकाळंकार- 
स्तत्रापि gat: साम्यात्‌ कस्य व्यङ्गधता | यथा-- 

“तुल्यो दयावसानत्वाद्‌ गतेऽस्तं प्रति भास्वति । 

वासाय वासरः क्लान्तो विशतीव तमोगुहाम्‌ ॥'--इति । 
—aq हि स्वामि-विपत्ति-समुचित-ब्रत-प्रहण-हेवांकि-कुलपुत्र-रूपण- 
मेकदेश-विवत्तिरूपकं दर्शयति । उत्प्रेक्षा च इव-शब्देनोक्ता । तदिदं 
प्रकारद्वयमुक्तम्‌- 

'शब्दा्थवत्त्येलंकारा वाक्य एकत्र वर्तिनः ।--इति । 

'संकरश्चेकवाक्यांशप्रवेशाद्‌ वाभिधीयते ॥--इति च । 
चतुर्थस्तु प्रकारः-यत्रानुग्राह्यानुग्राहकभावोऽंका राणाम्‌ । यथा- 
“प्रवातनीलोतूपल-? इति। अत्र मृगाङ्गनावलोकःतदवलोकः 
स्थोपमा यद्यपि व्यद्धप्रा, तथाऽपि वाच्यस्य सा संदेहालंकारस्य 
अभ्युः्थान-कारिणीत्वेन अनुग्राहकत्वाद्‌ गुणीभूता, अनुग्राह्मत्वेन हि 
'संदेहे पर्यवसानम्‌ | यथोक्तम्‌ 

“परस्परोपकारेण यत्रालंकृतयः स्थिताः । 

स्वातन्त्येणात्म-लाभं नो लभन्ते सोऽपि संकरः dU 
--तदाह। यदाल'कार इति। एवं चतुर्थऽपि प्रकारे ध्वनिता 
'तिराङ्गता। मध्यमयोस्तु व्यद्गर-संभावनेव नास्ति-इत्युक्तस्‌। आद्ये 
तु प्रकारे 'शाशिवदने त्याद्यदाहृते कथञ्चिदस्ति संभावनेत्याश ङ्कु 
निराकरोति-अळकारद्रयेति। सममिति। द्वयोरपि आग्दोल्यमान- 
त्वाद्‌ इति भावः ।--0. cit., 121-123. 

अथ्र॒वाच्योपसर्जनीभावेन. .. . पर्यायोक्त निदिंष्टन्यायात्‌-\०% 


it has been stated above that in संकर, usually, the अलंकार, 
‘sven if suggested is not principal. But there are cases where, 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


UDDYOTA I 111 


in @HX, the suggested अलंकार is predominant and the 
expressed अलंकार is subordinated to it. Then it would legiti- 
mately come within the purview of घ्वनि. Abhinavagupta 
cites the following Prakrit stanza to illustrate the point :— 


“होइ ण गुणाणुराओ खलाणं पसिद्धि-सरणाणं । 
किर पहिणुसइ ससिमणं चन्दे पिआमुहे faas wy 


— Here the अर्थान्तरन्यास as expressed in the. second half is 
based on the are fa and व्यतिरेक that are suggested. This 
is a case of ध्वनि proper, for it is the contrast ( व्यतिरेक ) 
between the face of the maiden and the moon that is more 
picturesque and striking: AAA ea रन्यास: तावद, वाच्यत्वे- 
नाभाति, व्यतिरेकापल्न.ती तु व्यङ्गचत्वेन प्रधानतयेत्यभिप्रायेणा- 
शंड्भूते-अथेति। तत्रोत्तरम्‌ -तदा सोऽपीति । .सङ्करालंकार एवायं 
| न भवति, अपि तु अलंकारध्वति-नामायं ध्वनेद्वितीयो भेदः ¬ 
| °Locana, pp. 123-24. Thus, सेंकर might sometimes be regarded 
| as an instance of ध्वनि. But it is in no way logical to subsume 
| the whole domain of ध्वनि under संकर, for just the same 
reasons that have been put forward in the discussion of 
पर्यायोक्त and its relation to ध्वनि. See supra. 

अपि a... .निराकरोति--10० Vritikara, at last, winds up 
the dilcussion by pointing out that in no instance of संकर 
can there be any genuine case of dhvani, for the very designa- 
tion संकर rules out all speculation concerning the existence 


of dhvani, inasmuch as it signifies a complete merger of the 
individual traits of the component figures, and, as such it 
is futile to contemplate here the relation of principal and 
subordinate between them. As Abhinavagupta comments :— 
“अथ सव्रषु सद्धूरश्र भदेष व्यङ्गय-संभावज्ञा-निरासप्रकारं साधारण- 
माह-अपि चेंति। 'बवचिदपि संकरालंकारे चे'ति सम्बन्धः, स्वेभद- 
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भिन्न gado agoia हि मिश्रत्वं लोलीभावः, तत्र कथमेकस्य 
प्राधान्यं क्षीर-जलवत्‌ 11—°Locana, p. 124. 
TEXT 

$ ३७ । अप्रस्तुतप्रशंसायामपि यदा सामान्य-विशेषभावात्‌ 
निमित्त-निमित्तिभावाद वा अभिधीयमानस्याप्रस्तुतस्य प्रतीय- 
मानेन प्रस्तुतेनाभिसम्बन्धः, तदाऽभिधीयमान-प्रतीययानयोः 
सम्रमेव प्राधान्यम्‌ । यदा तावत, सामान्यस्याम्रस्तुतस्य अभिधीय- 
मानस्य प्राकरणिकेन विशेषेण प्रतीयमानेन सम्बन्धस्तदा विशेष- 
प्रतीतो सत्यामपि प्राधान्येन तस्य सामान्येनाविनाभावात्‌ सामान्य- 
-स्यापि प्राधान्यम्‌ | यदापि विजेषस्य सामान्यनिष्ठत्वं तदापि 
सामान्यस्य प्राधान्ये सामान्ये सब विशेषाणामन्तर्भावात_ विशेषः 
स्यापि प्राधान्यम्‌ । निमित्त-निमित्तिभावे चायमेव न्यायः! 
यदा. तु सारूप्यमात्रवेन अप्रस्तुतप्रशंसायाम, अप्रकृत-प्रकृतयोः 
सम्बन्धस्तदापि अप्रस्तुतस्य सरूपस्याभिधोयमानस्य प्राधान्येना- 
विवक्षायां ध्वनावेबान्तःपातः । इतरथा तुं अल कारान्तरमेव ॥ 

EXPOSITION 

§ 37. The Dhvanikdra now takes up the case of अप्रस्तुत- 
प्रशंसा, where from the expressed sense which is अप्राकरणिक 
( अप्रस्तुत ) we apprehend the प्राकरणिक sense through'sugges- 
tion, provided there are certain definite relations between the 
expressed and the suggested senses. These relations: are— 


सामान्यविशेषभाव (relation as between a universal and a 
particular), कायका रण भाव (causality), and सारूप्य (similarity). 


‘Compare :— 
“अप्रस्तुतात्‌ सामान्य-विशेषभावे कार्य-कारणभावे सारूप्ये च 
'प्रस्तुत-प्रतीतावप्रस्तुत-प्रशंसा ॥ इहाप्रस्तुतस्य वर्णनमेवायुक्तम- 


प्रस्तुतत्वात्‌ । प्रस्तुतपरत्वे लु कदाचित्‌ तद्‌ युक्तं स्यात्‌। च 
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चाप्रस्तुतादसम्बन्धे प्रस्तुत-प्रतीतिः अतिप्रसङ्गात्‌ । सम्बन्धे तु 
भवन्ती न त्रिविधं सम्बन्धमतिवरत्तते। तस्येवार्थान्तरप्रतीतिहेतुत्वो- 
पपत्तः। त्रिविधश्च सम्बन्धः-सामान्य-विशेषभावः, कार्य-कारणभावः, 
सारूप्यं चेति i... .”1—Alamkara-sarvasya, p. 104. 

अप्रस्तुत-प्रशंसायामपि . . .. . .सममेव प्राधान्यमू-- When the 
expressed and suggested senses stand in the relation of uni- 
versal and particular, or in the relation of cause and effect, 
both are equally predominant, and as such we cannot argue 
the predominance of the suggested sense alone. The author 
explains this statement in the following sentences. 


यदा तावत्‌.-..प्राधान्यम्‌- When the relation is one of 
सामान्य-त्रिशेषभाव we might conceive of two different varieties— 
viz. either the expressed अप्राकरणिक might be universal in 
character and the suggested प्राकरणिक particular or vice 
versa. In the first variety the suggested particular is not 
cognised as one isolated from the universal to which it 
belongs, but as one characterised by that universal. 
For example, we cannot conceive of a particular cow 
(गो-व्यक्ति) without first cognising the cow-universal (गोत्व- 
सामान्य). For, विशेष and सामान्य are mutually inalienable, 
they are indissolubly related together. Thus, when विशेष 
is suggested, the सामान्य, too, is a fortiori implied in it. 
So, both stand on the .same footing, and we can have 
no dhvani. Compare :— 


“मामान्यस्य विशेषाश्रयत्वात्‌, विशेषस्य च सामान्य-निष्ठत्वात्‌ 


i Compare; अधिकारादुपवर्णतावसरात्‌ अपगतस्य प्राकरणिकादपरस्य 
वस्तुनो यत्रोप निबन्धः सा अप्रस्तुत-प्रशंसा । न च वमपि तस्या उन्मत्त-प्रलाप- 
प्रख्यता । यतः सा केनचित्‌ स्वाजन्येत प्रस्तुतमर्थमुपनिवध्नाति। तदुक्तम्‌ 
“प्रस्तुताथानुबन्धिनी' \—Pratihdrenduraja on Udbhatas —Kávya- 
Jamkara, V. 8. 

8 
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सामान्य-विशेषयोः परस्परमागूरणे सम्बन्धः।' — Jayaratha's 
Vimarsini, p. 104. 

यदापि विशेषस्य. . . . प्राधान्यम्‌ू--17 the second variety, too, 
when by the expressed अप्राकरणिक particular the प्राकरणिक 
universal is suggested, though prima facie the latter alone 
seems to be predominant, still the universal cannot be 
cognised apart from the constituent particulars and as. 
such the particulars, too, are comprehended in it. Compare : 


सामान्यान्यन्यथासिद्धेविशेष॑ गमयन्ति fu, also 'निविंशेषं हि 
सामान्यं भवेच्छशविषाणवत्‌. Thus, this second variety also. 
cannot be regarded as ध्वनि proper. We quote here 
Abhinavagupta’s comment :— 
“aa सामान्य-विशेषभावेऽपि दयी गतिः--सामान्यमप्राकरणिकं 
दाब्देनोच्यते, गम्यते तु प्राकरणिको विशेषः, स एकः प्रकारः। यथा-- 
“अहो संसार-नेघुंण्यमहो दो रात्म्यमापदाम्‌ । 
अहो निसर्ग-जिह्यास्य दुरन्ता गतयो विधेः ॥' 
अत्र हि देव-प्राधान्यं सर्वत्र सामान्यरूपमप्रस्तुतं वणितं सत्‌ 
प्रकृते वस्तुनि क्वापि विनष्टे विशेषात्मनि पर्यवस्यति । तत्रापि 
विशेषांशस्य सामान्येन व्याप्तत्वात्‌ व्यङ्गप्र-विशेषवत्‌ वांच्य-सा मात्य 
स्यापि प्राधाव्यम्‌। नहि सामाच्यःविशेषयोयु'गपत्‌ प्राधान्यं 
विरुध्यते । यदा तु विशेषोऽप्राकरणिकः प्राकरणिकं सामान्यमाक्षिपति 
तदा द्वितीयः प्रकारः। यथा-- 
'एतत्तस्य मुखात्‌ कियत्‌ कमलिनीपत्रे कणं पाथसो 
यन्मुक्तामणिरित्यमंस्त स जड़ः श्रृण्वन्‌ यदस्मादपि | 
अङ्कुल्यग्र-लघुक्रिया-प्रविलयिन्यादीयमाने शन- 
स्तत्रो्टीय गतो हहेत्यनुदिनं निद्राति नान्तः शुचा t! 
अत्र अस्थाने महत्त्व-सम्भावनं सामान्यं प्रस्तुतम्‌ । अप्रस्तुतं d 


जलबिन्दौ मणित्व-सम्भावनं विशेषरूपं वाच्यम्‌ । तत्रापि सामान्यः 
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विशषयोयु गपत्‌ प्राधान्ये न विरोध इत्युवतम्‌। एवमेकः प्रकारो 

द्विभेदोऽपि विचारितः 'यदा तावद--' इत्यादिना 'विशेषस्यापि 

प्राधान्यम्‌' इत्यन्तेन ।। Op. cit, pp. 124-125. 
निमित्त-निमित्तिभावे चायमेव न्याय: --17 the second variety 


of अप्रस्तुत प्रशंसा based on causality ( निमित्त-निमित्तिभाव ) the 
same observations hold good. For example, when the ex- 


pressed अप्राकरणिक cause (निमित्त) suggests the प्राकरणिक 
effect (निमित्तिन्‌) the cognition of the cause lingers and vice 
versa. As Abhinavagupta puts it :— 

“cana न्यायं निमित्त-नंमित्तिकभावेऽतिदिशंस्तस्यापि fe- 
प्रकारतां दशेयति-निमित्तेति। कदाचित्‌ निमित्तमप्रस्तुतं सदभि- 
घीयम'नं ने मित्तिक प्रस्तुतमाक्षिपति। यथा- 

ध्ये यान्त्यभ्युदये प्रीति नोज्भन्ति व्यसनेषु च । 
ते बान्धवास्ते सुहृदो लोकः स्वार्थपरोऽपरः ।।' 

--अत्राप्रस्तुतं सुहृद्बान्धवरूपत्वं निमित्तं सज्जनासकत्या वर्णयति 
नेमित्तिक्रीं श्रद्धेयवचनतां प्रस्तुतामात्मनोऽभिव्यङः क्तुम्‌ । तत्र 
नैमित्तिकप्रतीताबपि निमित्तप्रतीतिरेव प्रधानीभवति अनुप्राणकत्वैनेति 
व्यङ्गध-व्यञ्जकयोः प्राधात्यम्‌ p कदाचित्तु नैमित्तिकमप्रस्तुतं वष्यं- 
मानं सत्‌ प्रस्तुतं निमित्तं व्यनक्ति । यथा सेतौ-- 

“सग्गं अपारिजाअं कोत्थुह-लच्छि-रहिअं महुमहस्य उरम्‌ | 

सुमरामि महणपुरओ अमुद्धअन्दं हरजडापव्भारम्‌ i? 

_अत्र जास्त्रवान्‌ कौस्तुभ -लक्ष्मी-विरहित-हरि-वक्षः-स्मरणादिक- 
मप्रस्तुत-नेमित्तिकं वर्णयति प्रस्तुतं बृद्धसेवा-चिरजी वित्व-व्यवहार- 
कोशलादि निमित्तभूतं मन्त्रितायामुपादेयमभिव्यङ, कतुम्‌ । तत्र 
निमित्तप्रतीतावपि नैमित्तिकं वाच्यभूतम्‌ प्रत्युत तन्तिमित्तातुप्राणित- 
त्वेन उद्ध र-कन्धरीकरोत्यात्मानभिति समप्रधानतव वाच्य- 


esu ॥ —Op. cit., p. 216. 
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Having thus shown that the first two varieties of अश्नस्तुत- 
प्रशांसा cannot be reckoned as instances of ध्वनि, the Vritikdra 
now examines the third variety based on similarity ( सादृश्य ). 

यदा तु... SERERE When the expressed अप्रस्तुत suggests 
a similar प्राकरणिक (1.९. प्रस्तुत ), there might be ध्वनि, 
provided the latter is intended primarily to be conveyed by 
the poet, and the expressed sense is subordinated to it, 
इतरथा तु..अलङ्कारान्तरमेव— Otherwise, it would be nothing 
but a common figure of speech. Thus, the upshot of this 
discussion comes upto this that if in the अप्रस्तुत-प्रशसा based 
on साख्प्य (सादृश्य), the suggested sense be more striking and 
picturesque than the expressed sense, it would be a case of 
dhvani. But if the reverse be the case it would go by the 
designation अप्रस्तुतप्रशंसा, a variety of गुणी भूतव्य-ङ्गच. 
‘Compare °Locana :— 

“एवं at प्रका रो प्रत्येकं द्विविधो विचार्य तृतीयः प्रकारः परीक्ष्यते 
सारूप्य-लक्षणः ¦ तत्रापि द्वौ प्रकारी-अप्रस्तुतात्‌ कदापि वाच्यात्‌ 
चमतूकारः, व्यङ्गं तु aq रक्षम्‌ l यथा$स्मदुपाध्याय-भट्टेन्दु- 
राजस्य-- 

'प्राणा येन समर्पितास्तव बलाद्‌ येन त्वमृत्थापितः 

स्कन्धे यस्य चिरं स्थितोऽसि विदध यस्ते सपर्यामपि । 

तस्यास्य स्मितमात्रकेण जनयन्‌ प्राणापहारक्रियां 

आतः प्रत्युपकारिणां धुरि परं वेताल ! लीलायसे॥' 

¬ अत्र यद्यपि सारूप्यवशेन कृतघ्नः कश्चिदन्यः प्रस्तुतः आक्षि- 
प्यते, तथापि अप्रस्तुतस्येव वेताल-वृत्तान्तस्य चमतूकारित्वम्‌ ! न 
ह्यचेतनोपालम्भवदसम्भाव्यमातोऽयमर्थो, न च न हृद्य इति वाच्यस्यात्र 
प्रधानता । यदि पुनरचेतनादिनाऽन्यन्तासम्भाव्यमान-तदर्थविशेषणेन 
अप्रस्तुतेन वर्णितेन प्रस्तुतमाक्षिप्यमाणं चमत्‌कारकारि तदा वस्तुध्वनि- 
wd! यथा ममेव 
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“भावव्रात ! हठाज्जनस्य हृदयान्याक्रम्य यन्तत्तंयन्‌ 

भङ्गीभिरविबविधामिरात्महृदयं प्रच्छाद्य संक्रीडसे । ` 

स त्वामाह जडं ततः सहूदयम्मन्यत्व-दुःशिक्षितो 

मन्येऽमुष्य जडात्मता स्तुतिपदं त्वत्‌साम्य-संभावनात्‌ ।।' 

कर्चिन्महापुरुषो वीतरागोऽपि सरागवदिति न्यायेन गाढविवेका- 
लोक-तिरस्कत-तिमिर-प्रतानोऽपि लोकमध्ये स्वात्मानं प्रच्छादयन्‌ 
लोकं च वाचालयन्‌ आत्मनि अप्रतिभासमेवाद्धीकुवंस्ते व लोकेन 
मर्खो$्यमिति यदवज्ञायते तदा तदीयं लोकोत्तरं चरितं प्रस्तुत 
| quur प्राधान्येन प्रकाश्यते । जडोऽयमिति ur द्यानेन्दूदयादि 
| भावो लोकेनावज्ञायते, स च प्रत्यूत कर्स्याचद्‌ विरहिण ओत्‌सुक्य- 
| त्िन्ता-द्यमात-मानसताम्‌ अन्यस्य प्रहषंपरवशतां करोतीति हठादेव 
| लोकं यथेच्छं विकार-कारणाभिनेत्तेयति। न.च तस्य हृदय केतापि 
ज्ञायते कीदगयमिति। प्रत्युत महागम्भीरोऽतिविदग्धः .. सुष्टुगव- 
हीनोऽतिशयेन क्रीडाचतुरः स यदि लोकेन जड इति तत - एवं कारणात्‌ 
प्रत्यत वेदरध्यसम्भावन-निमित्तात्‌ सम्भावितः, आत्मा च यत एव 
करणात प्रत्यृत जाड्येन सम्भाव्यस्तत .एव सहृदय सम्भावित- 
स्तदस्य लोकस्य जडोऽसीति ग्रद्यच्यते तदा जाडयमेवंविधस्य भाव- 
ब्रातस्य प्रसिद्धमिति सा प्रत्युत स्तुतिरिति। जडादपि पापीयानयं 
लोक इति ध्वन्यते 11’ —Op. cit., PP 126-128 

Jagannatha’s observations on the relation of अप्रस्तुत-प्रशसा 
with ध्वनि are worth quoting :— 

"xdg बोध्यम्‌-अत्यन्ताप्रस्तुतस्य वाच्यतायां तस्मिन्‌ अपये- 
वसितयाऽभिधया प्रतीयमानाथस्य बलादाक्ृष्टत्वेन ध्वनित्वं न 
निर्बांधम्‌ । द्वयोः प्रस्तुतत्वे तु ध्वनित्वं fatia एवं सादृश्य 
मलप्रकारे GTA । कार्थकारणभाव-सामान्यविषेषभावमूलास्जु 
चत्वार प्रकाराः गणीभत-व्यद्धभयस्यव भदा; | अभिधादि-स्पश- 
हेश-शन्यस्य केवलागूरणमात्रस्य ४वनित्व-प्रयोजकत्वात्‌ 11 — Rasa- 


| 
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gangddhara, p. 542. Vide also :— 

“किं च अप्रस्तुत-प्रशंसायां प्रस्तुतं व्यद्धूचमिति निर्विवादम्‌ । | 
निगीर्याध्यवसाने तु लक्ष्यं स्यात्‌ । अपि च यत्र वाच्यस्य अत्यन्ता- | 
प्रस्तुतत्वं तत्राभिधाया अपयेवसानात्‌ स्यादपि कदाचित्‌ लक्षणाया 
अवकाशः | यदा तु द्रयोरप्यर्थयोः प्रागुक्तदिशा प्रस्तुतत्वं तदा d 
बाधळेशास्फुरणात्‌ लक्षणागन्धोऽपि नास्ति। कुतः पुननिंगरणं 
लक्षणेकदेशः ? कि तु आगूरणमेवेति। तत्राप्रस्तुत-प्रदांसायाः 
सादृश्यमूलाया आवश्यकत्वाद्‌ अन्यत्रापि तञ्जातीयस्थले सेवोचिता । 
यदि तु प्रकारस्यास्य ध्वनि-प्रभे दत्वात्‌ ध्वनेश्च अकार्यस्य अलंकारः 
ताऽनुपपत्तिरिति सूक्ष्ममीक्ष्यते, तदाअप्रस्तुतप्रशंसाया भेदान्तरमेव 
विषय इत्यपि वदन्ति ।। "0. cit, p. 545. | 

TEXT | 

$ ३८। तदयमत्र संक्षेप :-- 
व्यङ्गस्य यत्राप्राधान्यं वाच्यमात्रानुयायिन: । | 
समासोक्तगादयस्तत्र वाचाल कृतयः स्फुटाः ॥ 
व्यङ्गस्य प्रतिभामात्र वाच्याथान्ुगमेऽपि बा । 
न ध्वनियत्र वा तस्य प्राधान्यं न प्रतीयते ॥ 
तत्परावेव शब्दाथो यत्र saga प्रति स्थितो | 
ध्वनेः स एव विषयो मन्तव्यः सङ्करो ज्झितः ॥ 
EXPOSITION 


§ 38. In these verses the Vrttikdra summarises the 
arguments that have been advanced in the preceding sections 
against the inclusion of ध्वनि under any of the common figures 
of speech. 

Tg dU यत्राप्राधान्य . . ..eHET:—Where the suggested sense 
is subordinate to the expressed sense and serves to embellish 


the latter, that is merely an instance of such figures of speech 
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as समासोक्ति, अप्रस्तुत-प्रश सा, पर्यायोक्त etc. as already shown 
above in details. 

व्यङ्गयस्य प्रतिभा... .त yalad—Where the apprehension 
of the suggested sense is not too clear as in दीपक, तुल्ययोगिता 
etc, ( where there is an apprehension of similarity, i.e. ओपम्य, 
in the background ), or where the suggested sense stands on 
the same level with the expressed sense, i.e. where both of 
them are equally prominent as in the first two varieties of 
अप्रस्तुत-प्रशंसा based on सामान्य-विशेषभाव and कार्य-कारणभाव, 
that too is not a case of धवति. Compare Abhinavagupta’s 
comments :— 

“यत्रेति काव्ये । अळ'कृतय इति । अलंकृतित्वादेव च वाच्योप- 
स्कारकत्वम्‌ । प्रतिभामात्रे इति । _यत्रोपमादो म्लिष्टार्थेप्रतीतिः । 
वाच्याथेनुगम इति । वाच्येनार्थेनानुगमः समं प्राधान्यम्‌ अप्रस्तुत- 
| प्रशंसायामिवेत्यथ:। न प्रतीयते इति। स्फुटतया प्राधान्यं न 
चकास्ति, अपि तु बलात्‌ कल्प्यते, तथापि हृदये नानुप्रविशति | 
यथा--'दे आं पसिअ निअन्तसु' इत्यत्र अन्यक्ृतासु व्याख्यासु | तेन 
चतुषु प्रकारेषु न ध्वनि-व्यवहारः-(१) सम्भवेऽपि व्यद्धुघस्या- 
प्राधान्ये ; (२) म्लिष्टप्रतीतौ ; . (३) वाच्येन समःप्राघाच्ये ; 
(४) अस्फुटे प्राधान्ये च \’—Ibid. pp. 130-131. 

The same ideas recur in Karika 31 of the Second Uddyotai 

qa प्रतीयमानोऽर्थः प्रम्लिष्टत्वेन भासते। 
वाच्यस्याङ्गतया वाऽपि नास्यासौ गोचरो ध्वनेः ॥' 
ततपरावेव...-सङ्करोज्भितः-7 at only is the genuine 
case of ध्वनि where the denotative (वाचक ) words and the 
expressed ( वाच्य ) sense both subordinate themselves to the 
suggested sense, and which is immune from the possibility 
of being comprehended under any of the existent varieties of 
अलंकार ( सद्धू रोज्मित: ). Abhinavagupta explains the term 
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सङ्करोज्मितः ०४--संकरेण अलद्धारानुवेशसम्भावनया उज्मितः 
इत्यर्थ:। सद्धूरालंकारेण इति त्वसत्‌ । अन्यालंकारोपलक्षणत्वे हि 
क्लिष्टं स्यात्‌ ॥। — loc. cit., p. 131. 


This third verse cited in the vríti-text is almost identical 
in import with the karika which constitutes thc definition of 


tafa-viz. 

'यत्रार्थ: शब्दो वा तमर्थमुपसजंनीकृतस्वाथौ । 

व्यङ क्तः काव्य-विशेषः स ध्तनिरिति सूरिभिः कथितः॥।' 

TEXT 
$39 तस्मान्न ध्वनेरन्यत्रान्तर्भाव। इतश्च नान्तमावः। 

यतः काव्यविशेषोऽङ्गी ध्वनिरिति कथितः। तस्य पुनरङ्गानि- 
अलङ्कारा गुणा asa fa प्रतिपादयिष्यते । न चावयव एव 
पूथगभूतो5वयवीति प्रसिद्धः । अपृथग्‌ भावे तु तदङ्ग तस्य। 
न ठु तस्वमेव। यन्नापि वा तत्वं तत्रापि ध्वनेमेहाविपयत्वात्‌ 
न qf EU ॥ 


EXPOSITION. 

$ 39. Thus, as shown in the preceding sections, ध्वनि can- 
not be comprehended under either गृण'ऽ or अलंकार. Ananda- 
vardhana adduces one more reason in support of his view: 
इतश्च . . . . प्रतिपादयिष्यते--116 term ध्वनि refers to a particular 
species of Kavya, as has already been stated more than once,. 
and the alamkdras, gunas and vrttis are the elements that 
constitute it. Compare :— 


“तमर्थमवलम्बन्ते येऽङ्गिनं ते गुणा: स्मृताः । 
अद्धाश्रितास्त्वलंकारा मन्तव्याः कटकादिवत्‌ ॥” 
—Dhvanyaloka, Il. 6 


नच....प्रसिद्धः1t is not sane to equate गुण, अलंकार 9 


ete. with ध्वनि, for it would be tantamount to identifying the 
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particular individual limbs with the whole organism. The 
term ध्वनि comprehends within its connotation गुण$, अलं- 
कार'$, वृत्ति’ etc. beside the suggested sense which excels them 
all. So how can the particular अलंकार'$ or गुण'ऽ be reason- 
ably identified with ध्वनि, of which they form only a part? Nor 
can it be argued that the whole (i. e. ध्वनि in this case) does 
not exist apart from the parts (viz. गुण, अळंकार' etc.) 
that constitute it. What is a jar but a collection of myriads 
of atoms ? Thus, the अलंकार, qus and other elements can 
be severally identified with ध्वनि. Anandavardhana answers. 

' this contention by stating : न चावयव ga... प्रसिद्ध: —Though 
it might be conceded that the whole is nothing but the parts. 
taken together, yet it is extremely absurd and foolish to argue 
that each of the several parts is, on its part, identical with: 
the whole, Not each atom of earth that constitutes the jar can 
be identified. with the jar itself, even though we might concede 
that the jar exists in the parts and not apart from them. 
Similarly, the अलंकार etc. that constitute only a portion 
of ध्वनि (i.e. ध्वनि-काव्य) cannot severally be identified with 
the latter. 


अपृथग्‌भावे तु. . --तस्य-1, however, the former position 
be given up and it be conceded that the parts together, and 
not severally, constitute the whole, we are driven to the con- 
clusion that अलंकार $ etc., severally, are parts or constituents. 
(अङ्ग) of धवति-काव्य (अङ्गिन्‌) and not identical with it (न तु 
तत्त्वमेव ). 


Now, it might, however, be contended that some अलंकार ५. 
as, for example, अप्रस्तुतप्रशंसा based on सारूप्य, some instances. 
of पर्यायोक्त etc.—have already been shown to be identical 
with ध्वनिः Tothis Anandavardhana replies: यत्रापि वा 
तत्त्वं... तन्निऽठत्वमेव- Though we have regarded अप्रस्तुत- 


j CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


122 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA 
प्रशंसा based on सारूप्य as an instance of ध्वनति, yet the 
scope of tafa is not exhausted thereby, and extends far beyond 


the limits of those particular figures. 


We quote here the comments of Abhinavagupta on this 
section: इतश्चेति न केवलमन्योन्यविरुद्ध-वाच्य-वाचकभाव-- 
व्यङ्गच-व्यञजकभावसमाश्रयत्वात्‌ न तादात्म्यमलंकाराणां ध्वनेश्च, 
यावत्‌ स्वामि-भृत्यवत्‌ अङ्गिरूपा ङ्गरूपयोर्वि रोधात्‌ इत्यर्थः । अवयव 
इति । एकेक इत्यर्थः । तदाह--पृथग भूत इति । अथ पृथगृभूत- 
स्तथा मा भूत्‌, समुदायमध्यनिपतितस्तहि अस्तु तथेत्याश द्भचाह- 
अपृथगभावे fera तदापि न स॒ एक एव समुदायः, अन्येषामेव 
समुदायिनां तत्र भावात्‌ । तत्‌-समुदायिमध्ये च प्रतीयमानमप्यस्ति, 
न च तदलंकाररूपम्‌, प्रधानत्वादेव । यत्‌ तु अळकाररूपं तदप्रधान- 
त्वात्‌ न ध्वनिः। तदाह--न तु तत्वमेवेति। ननु अलंकार एव 
aad त्वया प्रधानताभिषेकं दत्त्वा ध्वनिरिति, आत्मेति चोक्त 
इत्याशङ्भ्राह--यत्रापि घेति | न हि समासोक्त्यादीनामन्यतम एवासौ 
तथास्माभिः कृतः तद्विविक्तत्वेऽपि तस्य भावात्‌ । समासोकत्याद्य- 
ल॑कारस्वरूपस्य समस्तस्याभावेऽपि तस्य दशितत्वातू अत्ता URS 
इति, mea व ण--' इत्यादि। तदाह-न तन्तिष्ठत्वमेवेति ॥।”-- 
Locana, pp. 131--132. 

TEXT 

३४०। 'सृरिभिः कथितः इति विद्दुपक्षयमुक्ति, न तु 
यथाकथञ्चित्‌ प्रवृत्तेति प्रतिपाद्यते । प्रथमे हि विद्वांसो वेया- 
करणाः, व्याकरण-सूलखात्‌ सव विद्यानाम्‌। ते च श्रूयमाणेषु a 
ध्वनिरिति व्यवहृरन्ति। तथैवान्यैस्तन्मतानुसारिभिः affa 


काव्यतत्त्वाथदिभिः वाच्य-वाचक-सम्मिश्रः शब्दात्मा काव्यमिति 
च्यपद्‌शयो व्यञ्जकत्व-साम्याइ ध्वनिरित्युक्तः! न चेव विधस्य 
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ध्वनेर्व क्ष्यमाण-प्रभेद-तदभेद-संकलनया महाविषयस्य Aq प्रकाशनं 
तदप्रसिद्धाल कार-विशेषमात्र-प्रतिपादनन तुल्यमिति तद्भावित- 
चेतसां युक्त एव संरम्भः न च तेषु कथंचिदीष्येया कछषित- 
शोमुषोकत्वमाविष्करणीयम्‌ aa ध्वनस्तावदभाववादिनः 
प्रत्युक्ताः ॥ 


EXPOSITION 


§ 40. सूरिभिः teree प्रतिपाद्यते-The Vrttiküra here justifies 
the use of the term सम: as the subject of the past participle 
कथित:. It has been used to convince the opponents that 
the theory of Dhyani is not the improvisation of the authors 
of the so-called Dhyani-school alone but it was first formula- 
ied by the Grammarians, the foremost of all learned men, 
though in a different context. 

faggqsiT— The regular form as a ततूपुरुष compound ought 
to have been विद्वदुपज्ञम्‌ ( उक्तिः ) in neuter by the rule— 
“उपज्ञोपक्रमं datatfaearatary”—Panini 11. 4.21 as in 
'पाणिच्युपञ्षमकालकं व्याकरणम्‌’ which has been explained by 
Haradatta in his Padamaiijari 5 पूर्वाणि व्याकरणानि अद्यः 
तनादिकाळ-परिभाषायुक्तानि । तद्रहितं तु व्याकरणं पाणिनि- 
प्रभतिप्रवत्तस इत्यस्ति तदादित्वस्याख्यानम्‌ | ---70८. cit. To justify 
this feminine form ( विद्वदुपज्ञा ) Abhinavagupta explains 
it asa agatfg compound : “विद्वद्भूब उपज्ञा प्रथम उपक्रमो यस्या 
उक्तेरिति बहुब्रीहिः। तेन “उपज्ञोपक्रमम्‌ इति तत्पुरुषाश्नयं 
agama निरवकाशम्‌ | ¬८०००॥०, p. 132. 

प्रथमे हिः-'सर्वविद्यानाम्‌ Compare :— 
“उपासनीयं यत्नेन शास्त्रं व्याकरणं महत्‌ । 
प्रदीपभूतं सर्वासां विद्यानां यदवस्थितम्‌ ।। 


| कि बहुता-- 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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“इदमाद्यं पदस्थानं मुक्ति-सोपानपर्वणाम्‌ । 
इयं सा मोक्षमाणानामजिह्या राजपद्धतिः di 
रूपान्तरेण ते देवा विचरन्ति महीतले । 
यें ब्याकरण-संस्का र-पवित्रित-मुखा नरा: UU" 
—Vakyapadiya, cited by Haradaita in his Padamafijari, Vol. I.. 
pp. 13-14, 
&150--“सदोपभुवतं सर्वाभिरन्यविद्याकरेणुभिः ॥ 
नापारयित्वा दुर्गाधममु व्याकरणाणेवम्‌ । 


Tete स्वयंगम्यमलंकत्तु मयं जनः ॥ —Bhāmaha’s. 
Kavyalamkára, VI. 2-3. 


Jayanta Bhatta, too, in his Nyayamdfijari, speaks highly of 


the Grammarians. Cp :— 

“मनुना च पंवितपावनत्वेन अधिगतव्याकरणो मीमांसकश्च 
स्व-स्मृतो पठितो-'यश्च व्याकुरुते वाचं यश्च मौमांसतेऽध्वरम्‌'- 
इति । पुष्पदन्तोऽप्याह— 

“भ्रष्ट: शापेन देव्याः शिवपुरवसतेर्वन्द्यहं मन्दभाग्यो 

भाव्यं वा जन्तना मे यदि मलकलिले मर्त्यलोके सशोके । 

स्निग्धाभिदु ग्धा राऽ१लमध्‌ रसुधाविन्दु-निष्यन्दिनी भिः 

कामं जायेय वेयाकरणभणितिभिस्तूर्णंमापूर्णकणंः ।।' 
इति ।।?— 0p. cit., Vol. I. p. 392. 


ते च श्रूयमाणेषु . . . ध्वनिरिति व्यवह रत्ति~The Grammarians 
argue that it is the स्फोट or eternal ( नित्य ) and ‘indivisible 
( अविभाग ) word that conveys the sense and not the word 
popularly conceived as such, that is meaningless being a 
collection of unmeaning and discrete sounds as it is. The 
sounds that are produced through the contact of our sense- 
organs are by themselves momentary and isolated?, but they 


AG 


I Compare : “... . एकंकवर्णवरत्तित्वाद्‌ वाचः, उच्च रत-प्रध्वंसितत्वाच्च 
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serve to suggest the eternal word ( स्फोट ), which is one and 
indivisible sound-unit ( अखण्ड) and cannot further be analysed 
into constituent sound-units, This स्फोट is termed dhvani by 
the वेयाकरण'$. But they also refer to the empirical sounds, 
that are momentary in character, also as dhvani ( ध्वनतीति 
sata: ), because they suggest ( ध्वनति ) that eternal स्फोट 
which alone is significant snd expressive. Patafijali in the 
Paspasa- Anika of his Mahdbhdsya states :-- “अथवा प्रतीत- 
पदाथको लोके ध्वनि: शब्द इत्युच्यते”.! Bhamaha, in his Kavyd- 
lamkara criticises the theory of Sphota advanced by the 


‘Grammarians in the following kdrikads :— 


“प्रतीतिरथषु यतस्तं शब्दं ब्रुवते परे | 
धूम-भासोरपि प्राप्ता शब्दताऽन्यानुमां प्रति ॥ 
नन्वकारादिवर्णातां समुदायोऽभिधेयवान्‌ | 
अर्थंप्रतीतये गीतः शब्द इत्यभिधीयते ॥ 
प्रत्येकमसमर्थानां समुदायोऽ्थंवात्‌ कथम्‌ | 
वर्णानां क्रमवृत्तित्वात्‌ न्याय्या नापि च संहृतिः | 
न चापि समुदायिभ्यः समुदायोऽति रिच्यते । 
दारुमित्तिभुवोऽतीत्य किमन्यत्‌ सद्म कल्प्यते I 
तस्मात्‌ कूटस्थ इत्येषा शाब्दी नः कल्पना वृथा d 
प्रत्यक्षमनुमानं वा यत्र तत्‌ परमार्थतः ॥ 


बर्णाताम्‌ ॥ एकँक-वर्णवत्तिनी वाक्‌ । न द्वौ वणी युगपदुचचारयति । तद्‌ 
यथा । गौरित्युक्ते यावद्‌ ग-कारे वाक Tada तावत्‌ नौकारे न विसर्जनीये । 
यावदौकारे न. ग-कारे न विसर्जनीये । यावद्‌ विसर्जनीये न ग-कारे 
नौक्रारे। उच्चरितःप्रब्वंसिततवाच्च वर्णानाम्‌ । उच्चरितः प्रध्वस्तरच । 
अथापरः प्रयुज्यते न वर्णो वर्णस्य सहायः —__Mahabhasya on P. VI. 
3.59 ; also on P. I. 4. 109. 

i. For a differentiation between स्फोट and ध्वनि vide 
Mahabhasya under Varttika 5 on P. ग. ग. 70. 
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शपथ रपि चादेयं वचो न स्फोटवादिनाम्‌ d 
नभःकुसुममस्तीति श्रद्दध्यात्‌ कः सचेतनः 11 
इयन्त ईदृशा वर्णा ईदृगर्थाभिधायिनः | 
व्यवहाराय लोकस्य प्रागित्थं समयः कृत: di 
स कूटस्थोऽनपायी च नादादन्यश्च कथ्यते | 
मन्दाः सांकेतिकानर्थान्‌ मन्यन्ते पारमार्थिकान्‌ d 
विनश्वरोऽस्तु नित्यो वा सम्बन्धोऽर्थन वा सता | 
नमोऽस्तु तेभ्यो विद्वद्भ्यः प्रमाणं येऽस्य निश्चितौ ।। 
— Op. cit., VI. 7-15 
तथेवान्येः`: ` "ध्वतिरित्युक्तः- The critics (viz. the Dhvani-. 
theorists), too, have formulated their theory of ध्वनि on the 
analogy of the sphofa-theory ofthe Grammarians. Just as the 
Grammarians apply the term Dhvani to the sounds that suggest 
the eternal sphofa, so also the critics of this school apply 
the self-same term ध्वनि to the words (वाचक-शब्द) and the 
expressed sense (वाच्यार्थ) that severally and jointly suggest 
the implied sense (प्रतीयमानाथ). Now, it might be argued : 
‘Even conceding that the वाच्यार्थं and the वाचकशब्द are 
referred to as ध्वनि on the analogy of the similar usage of the 
Grammarians, on what grounds would you designate the 
function of suggestion (व्यञ्जना-व्यापार) and the implied sense 
(प्रतीयमानार्थ) as well by that self-same term ? — Abhinava- 
gupta with great ingenuity has interpreted the text of the 
Vrtti in such à way as to comprehend all the jour elements 
(viz. शब्द, अथ, व्यापार and ग्यद्धच) within the connotation of 
the term dhyani and has cited relevant texts from Bhartr- 


I Compares 'परिनिश्चित-निरपश्रंश-शब्दब्रह्यगां.. विपदिचतां 
मतमाश्चित्यव प्रवृत्तोऽयं ध्वनि-व्यवहार इति तैः ag किं विरोधाविरोधौ: 
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hari’s Vakyapadiya to justify the interpretation proposed by 
him, thus placing the theory of Dhvani on a sound basis by: 
showing that in all its aspects it corresponds exactly with the 
usage of the Grammarians who are the highest authority regar- 
ding linguistic questions. We quote here the text of Abhinava-. 
gupta’s commentary in full :— 


“श्रूयमाणेष्विति ! (?) श्रोत्र-शष्कुलों सन्तानेनागता अन्त्याः 
शब्दा; श्रूयन्ते इति प्रक्रियायां शब्दजाः शब्दाः श्रूयमाणाः इत्युक्तम्‌ । 
ast घण्टानुरणनरूपत्वं तावदस्ति। ते च ध्वनि-शब्देनोक्ताः ।. 
यथाह भगवान्‌ भत्त्‌ हरिः= 

“यः संयोग-वियोगाम्यां करणैरुपजन्यते । 

स स्फोटः शब्दजाः शब्दा ध्वनयोऽन्यरुदाहूताः॥' इति। 
v4 घण्टा-निरह्णाद-स्थानीयोऽतुरणनात्मोप्रलक्षितो व्यङ्गप्रोऽप्यर्थो 
ध्वनिरिति व्यवहृतः । (२) तथा श्रूयमाणा ये वर्णा नाद-शब्दः 
वाच्या अन्त्य-बूद्धि-निरग्राह्म-स्फोटाभिव्यञजकास्ते ध्वनिशाब्देनोक्ताः । 
यथाह भगवान्‌ स एव-- 

“प्रत्ये रनुपाख्येयंग्रेहणा नुगुणेस्तथा | 

ध्वनि-प्रकाशिते शब्दे स्वरूपमवधार्यते ॥।--इति । 

तेन व्यञ्जकौ शब्दार्थावपीह ध्वनिशब्देनोक्तौ । (३) किंच 
वर्णेष तावन्मात्र-परिमाणेष्वपि सतूसु | यथोक्तस्‌-- 

“अल्पीयसाऽपि यत्तेन शब्दमुच्चारितं Wf: 

यदि वा नैव refa वणे वा सकल स्फुटम्‌ ॥' इति । 
तेष तावत्स्वेव श्रूयमाणेषु वत्रवुर्योऽन्यो द्रत-विलस्बिता दिवृत्तिभेदात्मा 
प्रसिद्धादच्चारणव्यापारादभ्यधिक स ध्वनिरुवतः। यदाह स एव-- 

शब्दस्योद्ध मभिव्यक्तेव त्तिभदे तु ASAT: । 

ध्वनयः समपोहन्ते स्फोटात्मा त भिद्यते ॥ इति] 


अस्माभिरपि प्रसिद्धभ्यः शब्दव्यापा रेभ्योऽभिधा-तात्पर्य-लक्षणा- 
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रूपेभ्यो$तिरिक्तो व्यापारो ध्वनिरित्युक्तः | एवं चतुष्कमपि ध्वनि: | 
तदयोगाच्च समस्तमपि काव्यं ध्वनिः । तेन व्यतिरेकाव्यतिरेक- 
व्यपदेशोऽपि न युक्तः ॥--07. cit., pp. 133-135. 

Abhinavagupta explains the expression वाच्य-वाचक-सम्मिश्रः 
शब्दात्मा as referring to the above-noted four elements of 
व्यञ्जना-५८., वाच्य, वाचक, व्यङ्ग and व्यञ्जना :-- 

“वाच्य-वाचक-सम्मिश्र इति । वाच्य-वाचकःसहितः संमिश्र इति 
मध्यपदलोपी समासः । “गामश्वं पुरुषं पशुम्‌’ इतिवत्‌ समुच्चयोऽत्र 
चकारेण विनाऽपि । तेन वाच्योऽपि ध्वनिः, वाचकोऽपि शब्दो ध्वनिः, 
द्वयोरपि व्यञ्जकत्वं ध्वनतीति कृत्वा । संमिश्रप्रते विभावानुभाव- 
संवळनयेति व्यङ्गपरोऽपि afr, ध्वन्यत इति कृत्वा । शब्दन शब्दः 
शब्दव्यापार, न चासौ अभिधादिरूपः, अपि तु आत्मभूतः, सोऽपि 
ध्वननं ध्वनिः। काव्यमिति व्यपदेश्यश्च योऽर्थः सोऽपि ध्वनि: d 
उक्तप्रका रव्वनि-चतुष्टयमयत्वात्‌। अत एव साधारण हेतुमाह 
व्यञ्जकत्व-साम्यात्‌ इति। व्यङ्गप्र-व्य्जकभावः सर्वेषु पक्षेषु 
सामान्यरूप: साधारण इत्यर्थः ।।”--07- cit., p. 135. 1 


| It is to be noted that the interpretation proposed by 
Abhinavagupta, though ingenious, is somewhat strained and 
farfetched and seems to have not been the intention of the 
Vritikara himself. Manikyacandra’s Samketa on the Kavya- 
prakasa is very clear on this point :— 


“ननु ध्वन्यते द्योत्यते इति aga, स च काव्यात्मा। तत्‌ कथं काव्यं 
«वनिरित्याह । आत्मात्मवतोरभेदेनोपचारात्‌ । यदा तु. ध्वनतीति ध्वतिः- 
इति कत्तृ व्यूत॒पत्तिः, तदा नोपचारः ।. . - -यद्यपि ध्वननंमिति भाव-व्युतुपत्या 
ध्वनिः झब्दार्थ-व्यापारः, ध्वन्यते इति कमंव्युत्‌पत्त्या व्य ङ्गचोऽर्थः, ध्वनतीति 
कतत spear ध्वनिः याब्दोऽर्यो वा शब्दार्थेयुगलं काव्यरूपं वा, तथापि 
कारिकायां शब्दार्थ-समुदाय एव काव्यरूपो मुख्यतया ध्वनि-ताम्ता प्रख्यापितः, 
यथोक्तप्रकार-ध्वनिमयत्वात्‌ ।- 07. cit, p. 12 (Mysore Edition). 
See, however, "Locana, p. 706 : “कारिकया तु प्राधान्येन समुदात 
एव काव्यरूपो मुख्यतया ध्वनिरिति प्रतिपादितम्‌ UU 
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In the K@vyaprakdsa, Mammata also notes that this the- 
| ory of ध्वनि was formulated on the analogy of the sphofa- 
| theory of the Grammarians and as such it rests on an unshak- 

able foundation :— 


| 
| “इदमुत्तममतिशयित्रि वाच्ये aga tafuqu: mfg 
| -इदमिति काव्यम्‌ । बुधेवयाकरणैः प्रधानभूत-स्फोटरूप-व्यङ्भ्र- 
व्यञ्जकस्य शब्दस्य ध्वनिरिति व्यवहारः कृतः । ततस्तन्मतानुसारिभिः 
सूरिभिरन्यैरपि न्यग्‌भावित-वाच्य-व्यङ्ग्र-व्यञ्जनक्षमस्य NRA- 
युगलस्य \’—Op. cit., Ucchvisa I. Karikd 4 and Viti there- 
On. 
| Candidisa, in his gloss on the Kavyaprakás' a, thus brings 
| out the significance of the word बुध in the above extract :— 
। “बुधैरिति कारिका-पदं ध्वनि-व्यवहार-निमू लत्व-शङ्कानिरासायः 
| इत्याह 'वैयाकरणे'-रिति । प्रधाने ति-अर्थ-प्रत्यय रूप-फळतप्रत्यासत्त्ये- 
| त्यर्थः । स्फुटत्यर्थो$स्मात्‌ इति स्फो2:, पूर्व-पूर्व-वर्णानुभवजनित- 
| संस्कार-स ध्री चानान्त्यवर्णानुभवजनित-प्रतिपत्तुगतातिशयवशादपरोक्ष 
| इव क्रियमाणः सकलाभिधेयाभिधानमयतया स्वीक्रियमाणः, यमिमं 
| शब्दन्रहोत्याहुः। स च व्यङ्गचः सन्नेवाविष्क्रयमाणोऽर्थमभ्यानयति। 
तदनगणा च शब्दे वर्णात्मके काचिदुक्ति:। सा च नाभिधादि 
संकेता पेक्षाविरहात्‌ । वर्णाश्च ध्वतनद्वारैव तथा विप्लवन्तीति 
| ऽवननाख्या सो uf oc. cit., p. 16 (Saraswati Bhavana 
| Text). 

Mahimabhatta, in his Vyaktiviveka, criticises the Dhyani- 


| theorists for taking their stand on the Sphofa-theory of the 
Grammarians, for between the momentary sounds (क्षणिका वर्णाः) 


Dts 


< घैरिति बहुव वनत ध्वति-व्यवहारस्यानादित्वं सूच्यते” 


r Compare: 


? DJ B 
—Mànikyacand ra’s Sariketa, loc. cit. 
| 9 
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and the eternal Word ( स्फोट ) there can be no suggesticn 
(व्यङ्गप्र-व्यञजकभाव ) inthe real sense of the term :— 

“अत एव श्रूयमाणानां वर्णानां ध्वनि-व्यपदेशयानाम्‌ अन्तःसन्नि- 
वेशिनइच स्फोटाभिमतस्यार्थस्य व्यङ्गप्र-व्यञ्जकभावो न संभवतीति 
व्यञ्जकत्व-साम्याद यः शब्दा त्मिनि काव्ये ध्वनि-व्यपदेशः सोऽप्य- 
नुपपन्नः। तत्रापि कार्थ-कारणमूलस्य गम्य-गम कभावस्योपगमात्‌ QU 
—-Op. cit., p. 57. 

नचेवंविधस्य....युक्‍त एव संरम्भः 
with weighty arguments and with irrefutable logic the existence 
of Dhvani, Anandavardhana recalls the sarcastic remarks 
of the Negativists (viz. किञ्च वाग्‌विकल्पानामानन्त्यात्‌ सम्भव- 
त्यपि वा कस्मिंश्चित्‌ काव्यलक्षण-विधायिभिः प्रसिद्धेरप्रदर्शिते 
प्रकार-लेशे ध्वनिर्ध्वनिरिति यदेतदलीक-सहृदयत्व-सम्भावना-मुकु- 
लितलोचनंनृ त्यते, तत्र हेतु न विद्मः). The endeavour of the 
Dhvani-theorists cannot be discarded as fruitless, for the 


Having thus established 


element of dhvani is quite a novel discovery and the most 
important one at that, and the opponents can in no way 
belittle this innovation of the new school by assimilating 
it with the notice of a new and hitherto unknown figure of 
speech. Dhvani stands superior to all other elements of 
poetry in so far as it is the soul, while the other figures of 
speech etc. appertain to the exterior of a poetic art. And in 
view of all this, the formulators of this novel theory are 
entitled to no mean credit and nobody can legitimately blame 
them, if they wax a little in self-approbation. As Abhinava- 


gupta comments :— 

“यत्‌ पुनरेतदुक्तं 'वाग्‌विकल्पानामानग्त्यात्‌ इत्यादि, तत्‌ 
परिहरति-न चैव विधस्येति । वक्ष्यमाणः प्रभेदो यथा- मुख्ये 
रूपे। तद्भेदा यथा-अर्थान्तर-संक्रमितवाच्यः, अत्यन्ततिरस्कृतः 
वाच्य इत्यविवक्षितवाच्यस्य, असंलक्ष्यक्रम-व्यङ्गप्रः संलक्ष्यक्रम-व्यञ्च 
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इति विवक्षितान्यपर-वाच्यस्येति । तत्राप्यवान्तरभेदा: | महाविषय 
स्येति--अशेषलक्ष्यन्यापिन इत्यर्थः | विशेषग्रहणेनाव्यापकत्वमाहू । 
मात्रशब्देनाड्ित्वाभावम्‌ । तत्र ध्वनि-स्वरूपे भावितं प्रणिहितं चेतो 
येषां, तेन वा चमतूकाररूपेण भावितमधिवासितमत एव मुकुलितः 
लोचनत्वादिविकारकारणं चेतो येषाम्‌ इति।”- Op. c, pp. 
135-136. 

न चतेषु.. .-आविष्करणीयम्‌-शेमुषी-प्रज्ञा. It is not proper 
on the part of the opponents to give vent to jealousy and 
vindictive spirit toward the Dhvani-theorists, since the 
arguments advanced by the latter in favour of their thesis are 
all based on logic and sound reason. 


qaa.. SSGpPRI—-'Thus, in the preceding sections the 
views of the Negativists (with their three sub-groups) have 
been duly criticised and refuted. — 'अभाव-वादिन इति। 
अवान्तर-प्रका रत्रयभिन्ना ATeAA:’——*Locana, loc. cit. 
TEXT 
$४१। अस्ति ध्वनिः। स चासो अविवक्षितवाच्यो विव- 
क्षितान्यपरवाश्चेति द्विविधः सामान्येन । तत्रायस्योदाहरणम्‌- 
“सुत्रण-पुष्पां पृथिवी चिन्वन्ति पुरुषास्रयः ! 
शूरश्च कृतविद्यश्च यश्च जानाति सेवितुम्‌ ॥' 
द्विती यस्यापि 
“शिखरिणि क नु नाम कियच्चिरं 
किमभिधानमसावकरोत्तपः। 
तरुणि येन तवाधरपाटल' 
दशति बिम्वफल' शुक-शावकः |’ 


EXPOSITION 
§ 41 अस्ति ध्वनिः-—The existence of dhvani has been 
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established. Jt isa reality and not a figment of imagination. 
स चासो....सामान्येंन-2॥॥7कं has been, first of all, classified 
into two broad divisions—viz., अविवक्षितवाच्य and विवक्षिता- 
न्यपरवाच्य. The first of these two varieties is based on लक्षणा | 
or Indication and has two more sub-divisions according as it 
rests on उपादानलक्षणा (or अजहत्स्वार्था लक्षणा) or लक्षण-लक्षणा 
(or जहत्स्वार्था लक्षणा). In the first case it is called अर्थान्त र- 
संक्रमितवाच्य-ध्वनि while the second variety is known as 
अत्यन्ततिरस्कृतवाच्य-ध्वनि Compare :— 

“अत्राद्ये मुख्याथेस्यार्थान्तरे संक्रमणं प्रवेशः cru तिरोभाव: । 
अत एवात्र अजहत्स्वार्था लक्षणा द्वितीये तु स्वार्थस्यात्यन्तं 
ति रस्कृतत्वात्‌ जहत्स्वार्था । —Sahityadarpapa, Chap. IV. 

Also :--''अयं च ध्वनिभेदो लक्षणामूल-ग्‌ ढव्यद्भप्र-प्राधान्ये सति 
संभवति। अविवक्षित च वाच्यस्याम्वयानुपपत्तः। सा च वाच्यः 
स्यानुपयुक्तत्वेन, उपयोगिनि रूपान्तरे तात्पर्याद्‌ वा, स्वत एव 

अन्वयायोग्यत्वाद्‌ वा । अनुपयुक्तत्वमपि पुनरुक्तत्वात्‌, विशेषाना- 
घायकत्वमात्राद्‌ वा। तत्रोभयत्रापि वाच्यमर्थान्तरे उपयोगिनि 
लक्ष्यताऽवच्छेदके संक्रमितमाश्रयत्वेन परिणामितम्‌ । वाच्योऽप्य d 
रूपान्तरेण लक्ष्यते इत्यथ: । द्वितीये तु वाच्यमत्यन्त-तिरस्कृतं न 
केनापि रूपेणान्वयप्रविष्टम्‌ ।”— Govinda Thakkura’s *Pradipa on 
Kavyapraká$a, IV. 1. 
We should note that in the case of suggestion based on लक्षणा, 
the suggested sense must invariably be some vastu. It can 
. never partake of the character of an alamkdra or rasa, for in 
a लक्षणा the प्रयोजन is always some sort of vastu. The other 
principal division of eafq—viz. विवक्षितान्यपर-वाच्य, again can 
be divided into two categories —viz. संलक्ष्य क्रम-व्यङ्ग्र (where 
the sequence between tho cognitions of the expressed and the 
suggested sense is noticeable) and असं लक्ष्यक्रम-व्य ङ्ग (where 
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the above sequence is not perceptible at all). वस्तु and अलंकार 
fall within the scope of the first category, while रस, भाव etc. 
are classed under the second group. Ruüyyaka, in his Alam- 
karasarvasva, has briefly shown these divisions of dhvani in 


the following passage :— 

“तत्रोत्तमो ध्वनिः। तस्य लक्षणाभिधामूलत्वेन अविवक्षित- 
वाच्य-विवक्षितान्यपरवाच्याख्यो Zt भेंदौ । आद्योऽपि अर्थान्तर- 
संक्रमितवाच्यात्यन्ततिरस्कृतवाच्यत्वेन द्विविधः । द्वितीयोऽपि अलक्ष्य- 
क्रम-संलक्ष्यक्रमव्य ङ्गप्रतया द्विविधः। लक्षणामूल-शब्दशवितमूलो वस्तुः 
ध्वनिः । असंलक्ष्यक्रमव्यङ्गप्रोऽ्थंशक्तिमूलो रसादिध्वनिः। संलक्ष्य- 
क्रमव्यङ्ग्रः शब्दार्थाभयशक्तिमूलो वस्तुध्वनिरलंकारध्वनिश्च MN” 

—Op. cit., pp. 14-15. 

All these divisions of dhvani have been shown in details 
by the Kárikaákára in the following Uddyota. See Karikas, 
Il. 1-3. The Vrttikdra here refers to those divisions in anti- 
cipation of the Karikakara’s views. As Abhinavagupta 
observes :— 3 

“'अस्तीति--उदाहरण-पृष्ठे भाक्तत्वं सुशङ्कं सुपरिहरं च भव- 
तीव्यभिप्रायेण उदाहरणदानावकाशार्थं भाक्तत्वालक्षणीयत्वे प्रथमं 
परिहरणयोग्ये अपि अप्रतिसमाधाय भविष्यदुहरोतानुवादाज्ञुसारेण 
ृक्तिकृदेव प्रभेदनिरूपणं करोति-स चेति। पञ्चधाऽपि ध्वनि- 
शब्दार्थे Ga यत्र यतो यस्य यस्मे-इति बहुत्रीह्यर्थाश्रयेण यथो- 
fad सामानाधिकरण्यं सुयोज्यम्‌ | वाच्येऽथे तु ध्वनो वाच्य- 
शब्देन. स्वात्मा तेनाविवक्षितोऽप्रधा नीकृतः स्वात्मा येनेत्यविवक्षित- 


-वाच्यो व्यञ्जकोऽथः। एवं विवक्षितान्यपर-वाच्येऽपि। यदि वा 


कर्मधारयेणार्थंपक्ष अविवक्षितश्चासौ वाच्यञ्चेति। विवक्षितान्य- 
परश्चासौ वाच्यश्चेति | तत्रार्थः कदाचिद्‌ अनुपपद्यमानत्वादिता 
निमित्तेताविवक्षितो भवति । कदाचिदुपपद्यमान इति कृत्वा विवक्षित 
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एव, agai तु प्रतीतिं स्व-सोभाग्य-महिम्ना करोति । अत 
एवार्थोऽत्र प्राधान्येन व्य>जक:, पूर्वत्र शब्द: । ननु च विवक्षा च 
अन्यपरत्वं चेति विरुद्धम्‌ । अन्यपरत्वेनेवं विवक्षणात्‌ को विरोधः ॥” 
—Op. cit., pp. 136-137. 

“gat... सेवितुम्‌”'- ‘Only three types of men can pluck 
the golden flowers of this Earth—yiz. the brave, the !carned 
and the parasites.” This verse illustrates the अदिवाक्षतवाच्य 
variety of ध्वनि based on लक्षणा. Here the primary sense 
being incompatible, we have to resort to Indication or लक्षणा. 
In reality, the Earth is not a tree, nor has it any golden 
sprouts in the true sense of the term, so that the primary 
sense (मुख्याथ ) of the expression सुवर्णपुष्पां cannot be 
construed with पृथिवीम्‌, and as such has to be abandoned 
altogether in favour of the secondary sense. So also with the 
verb चिन्वन्ति which primarily means ‘to pluck’. The object 
for which such लाक्षणिक words have been employed by the 
poet is to convey the idea that these three types of men 
alone can achieve success in this world and can amass wealth. 
Compare Abhinavagupta :— 

“सुवर्णानि पुष्प्यति इति सुवणे-पुष्पा । एतच्च वाक्यभेवासम्भवत्‌- 
स्वार्थम्‌ इति कृत्वाइविवक्षिताच्यम्‌ । तत एव पदार्थमभि'धाय अन्वयं 
च तात्‌पर्य-शत्त्याऽवगमय्यंव बाधकवशेन तमृपहप्य सादृश्यात्‌ सुलभ- 
समृद्धि-सम्भार-भाजनतां लक्षयतिं | तल्लक्षणा-प्रयोजनं शू र-कृतविद्य- 
सेवकोनां प्राशस्त्यमशब्दवाच्यत्वेन गोप्यमानं सत्‌ नायिका-कुच- 
कलश-युगलमिव महार्घतामुपयद्‌ ध्वन्यत इति इब्दोऽत्र प्रधान- 
तया व्यञ्जकः, अर्थस्तु तत्‌सहकारितया इति चत्वारो व्यापाराः॥।' 
-—Locana, pp. 137-138. 


Mahimabhatta, on the other hand, thus establishes 
Inference :— 
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“अत्र शूरादीनां त्रयाणां सवंत्रव स्वाधीना: सम्पदो भवन्तीति 
साध्यम्‌ । तत्र सुवर्णपुष्प-पृथिवी-चयने कत्तु त्वाभिधानं तेषां हेतु: । 
तद्धि मुख्यमनृपपद्यमानं वाक्यार्थोपन्नारवृत्या तत्सदृशमेव सवंत्र 
सुलभ-विभवत्वम्‌ अनुमापयति । यथा पदार्थोपचारे 'गद्भायां घोष'- 
इत्यत्र गङ्गाशब्दो गद्भासमीपवत्तिनं तटम्‌ । द्विविधो हि उपचार 
इष्टः पदाथ-वाक्यार्थविषयत्वात्‌ । उपचारे च वाच्यस्योपायत्वात्‌ 
अप्राधान्ये सति अविवक्षितत्वमेव भवति, उपचार-विषयस्यंव उपेयतया 
प्राधान्यात्‌ । तयोश्च प्रसिद्धिकत एवाविनाभावनियमोऽवगन्तव्यः, 
साध्यशचानुमेय एव, न वचनगोचरतां गच्छतीत्युक्तम्‌ 1 —V yakti- 
viveka, pp. 412-413. 


'शिखरिणि...... शुक-शावकः —In this verse, a paramour 
covertly expresses his own heart-felt desire to his lady-love 
by referring to the parrot’s pecking at the bimba-fruit crimson 
as her lips. The primary sense here is not incompatible as 
in the preceding illustration, and as such there is no trace of 
लक्षणा or Indication in this case. Abhinavagupta explains 
this verse as follows :— 


“शिखरिणीति--न fe निविध्नोत्तम-सि योऽपि श्रीपर्वतादय 
इमां सिद्धि विदध्युः 1 दिव्यकल्पसहख्ादिश्चात्र परिमितः काल: | 
न चँवंविधोत्तमफलजनकत्वेन पञ्चारिनि-प्रभृत्यपि तपः ATN । 
दशतीत्यास्वादयति अविच्छिन्न-प्रबन्धतया, न त्वौदरिकवत्‌ परं भुङ्‌ वते, 
अपि तु रसज्ञोऽत्रति तत्प्राप्तिवदेव रसञ्चताप्यस्य तप प्रभावादेवेति । 
am-as इति तारुण्यादुचितकाल-लाभोऽपि तपस एवेति | अनु- 
frag  प्रच्छत्त-स्वाभिप्राय-प्रख्यापन-वेदगध्य-चाटुविरचनात्मक- 
विभावोहीपन व्यद्धणभ्‌ । अत्र च त्रय एव व्यापाराः। अभिधा 
तातपर्यं ध्वनतं चेति। मख्याथेबाधाद्यभावे मध्यमकक्ष्यायां लक्षणाया- 
स्तृतीयस्या अभावात्‌ ॥ Op. cit., pp. 139-40. Compare 
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Vyaktiviveka: “शिखरिणी”'-त्यत्र॒ त्वदधर-पल्लव-परिचुम्बनामृतं 
नाल्पपुण्यः पुमानासादयतीति चाट्करूपोऽ्थः साध्य: । तत्सादृश्य- 
लवालम्बिनो बिम्बफलस्यापि परिखण्डनविधौ शुकशःवकस्य लोकोत्तर- 
तप:परिणामशालित्व- समारोपो हेतु: । यत्र खलु यत्‌सादृश्य-सद्‌- 
भावमात्रभाजो भावस्य पुण्योपचय-परिश्रम-परिप्रापणीयत्वमाशङ्कुते 
तत्र तस्य तत्सम्बन्धिनो मुख्यस्येव कथं नावगम्यते ? तस्मात्‌ अत्रापि 
साध्य-साधन-भाव-गर्भ तै वोपपन्न ति सिद्धम्‌ ।।"-- 05. cit., p. 413. 
TEXT 
$ ४२॥ यदप्युक्त भक्तिर्ध्वनिरिति तत्‌ प्रतिसमाधीयते 
es H D [e 
भक्त्या बिभत्ति नेकत्वं रूपभेदादय॑ ध्वानः । 

अयमुक्तप्रकारो ध्वनिभेक्तया न॑ कत्व' विभक्ति, भिन्नरूप- 
त्वात. । वाच्य-व्यतिरिक्तस्यार्थस्य वाच्य-वाचकाभ्यां तात पर्येण 
प्रकाशनं यत्र व्यज्ञग-प्राधान्ये स ध्वनिः | उपचारमात्र तु भक्तिः॥ 

EXPOSITION 

§ 42. The Dhvanikdra now takes up the second contention 
of the opponents—viz. that dhvani or the suggested sense is 
nothing . apart from the लक्ष्य sense, and can be conveyed 
through the self-same function of लक्षणा. Abhinavagupta 
States, that the opponents who endeavour to deny ध्वनि any 
independent status might take up three different positions— 
(1) They might hold that भक्ति and ध्वनि are completely 
identical in all their aspects and as such, of the two above 
terms, one is the synonym of the other, as is the case with 
the terms घट and कलश ; (2) Some of them might, again, 
hold that भक्ति is the essential mark, the differentia of dhvant, 
just as पृथिवीत्व is the essential and uncommon attribute of 
earthly objects (पार्थिव-द्रव्य) ; (3) Or, it might be argued that 
भक्ति is merely an adventitious, an accidental, attribute (an 
-accidens according to Western Logic) of ध्वनि. The Dhvant- 
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kara would refute all these possible contentions one by one; 
and in the present section he examines the frst of these 
three positions. Compare :— 

“अयं भाव: | भक्तिश्च ध्वनिश्चेति कि पर्यायवत्‌ ताद्रूप्यम्‌ > 
अथ पृथिवीत्वमिव पृथिव्या अन्यतो व्यावत्तेकधमंरूपतया लक्षणम्‌ ? 
उत्र काक इव देवदत्त-गृहस्य सम्भवमात्रादुपलक्षणम्‌ ? तत्र प्रथमं 
get निराकरोति--भवत्या बिभर्तीति ॥--7०८०४८, p. 140. 


भत्ऋ्या...... ध्वि:—Dhvani cannot be identified with 
भक्ति inasmuch as they are entitatively different (भिन्नरूप ) 
For the designation dhvani applies to that piece of poetry 


where the words and the primary sense subordinate themselves 
to the प्रयोजन, which should excel in charm the expressed 
sense. But भक्ति does not require these conditions. Mere 
superimposition ( उपचार) without any consideration of the 
charm arising from the cognition of the प्रयोजन would satisfy 
all the requirements of भवित. In ध्वनि the beauty of the 
प्रयोजन is the predominant factor, while in भक्ति no consider- 
ation of its excellence should deter us. As Abhinavagupta 


explains :--“रूपभेद॑ fag ध्वनेस्तावद्‌ रूपमाह-वाच्येति । 
तातूपर्येण विश्रान्तिधामतया प्रयोजनत्वेनेति यावत्‌ । प्रकाशनं 
द्योतनमित्थ: । उपचारमात्रम्‌-इति । उपचारो गृणवृत्तिर्लक्षणा। 
उपचरणम्‌ अतिशयितो व्यवहार इत्यर्थः । मात्रशब्देनेदमाह-यत्र 
लक्षणाव्यापारात्‌ तुतीयाद्‌ अन्यश्चतु्ंः प्रयोजन-द्योतनात्मा व्यापारो 
वस्तुस्थित्या सम्भवन्तपि अनुपयुज्यमानत्वेत अनाद्रियमाणत्वादसतकल्पः, 
व्यमर्थमधिकृत्य/ इति हि प्रयोजनःलक्षणम्‌, तत्रापि लक्षणाऽस्तीति 
कथं ध्वननं लक्षणा च इत्येकं तत्त्वं स्यात्‌ ।।-07- cit., pp. 141-142. 
The Vritikara, in the Third Uddyota, has brought out the 
distinction between भक्ति and ध्वनि much more explicitly— 


,अविवक्षित-वाच्यस्तु AMT णवृत्ते: कथं भिद्यते ? तस्य प्रभेद- 
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इये गुणवृत्ति-प्रभेदढ्दयरूपता छक्ष्यत एव यतः। अयमपि न दोषः। 
यस्मात्‌ ` अविवक्षित-वाच्यो ध्वनिगु णवृत्तिमार्गाश्चयाऽपि भवति, नलु 
गुणवृत्तिरूप एव। गुणवृत्तिहिं व्यञ्जकत्वशून्याऽपि दृश्यते | व्यञ्ज- 
कत्वं तु यथोक्तचारुत्वहेतु' व्यङ्ग विना न व्यवतिष्ठते | गृण- 
वृत्तिस्तु वाच्यधर्माश्रयेणंव व्यञ्भप्रमात्राश्रयेण चाभेदोपचाररूपा 
संभवति । यथा- तीक्ष्णत्वाद्‌ अग्निर्माणवकः’, आह्वादकत्वात्‌ “चन्द्र 
एवास्या मुख'मित्यादो। यथा च "प्रये जने नास्ति TRI" 
इत्यादौ । ansi लक्षणारूपा गुणवृत्तिः साऽपि उपलक्षणीयार्थ-संबन्ध- 
मात्राश्रयेण चार रूप-व्यङ्गपर-प्रतीतिं विनाऽपि संभवत्येव, यथा 'मञ्चाः 
क्रोशन्ती -त्यादौ विषये I1" —Dhvanyáloka, pp. 432-433. 
TEXT 
$81 मा चेतत्‌। स्याह भक्तिल क्षण' ध्वनेरित्याह 
अतिव्याप्त रथाव्याप्तेनं चासो लच्यते तया ।1१९॥ 


न च भक्तया ध्वनिळ क्ष्यते । कथम? अतिव्यापेरय्याप्ने च । 
तत्नातिव्याप्तिध्व नि-व्यतिरिक्त ऽपि विषये भक्तेः संभवात_। यत्र 
हि angi महत, alga’ नास्ति तत्रापि उपचरित-शब्द्टत्या ` 
मसिद्धनुरोधप्रवत्ति त-व्यवहाराः कवयो दृश्यन्ते यथाः. 

परिम्लान' पीनस्तन: जघन-सङ्गाहुभयत- 
स्तनोमेध्यस्यान्तः परिमिलनमप्राप्य हरितम्‌ । 
34 व्यस्तन्यासं वथञ्ुजलताक्ेपवलनै 
कृशाङ्गाः सन्तापं वदति विसिनी-पत्रशयनम्‌ ॥ 
तथा- 

चुम्बिज्ज३ aago अवरुन्धिञ्ज सहस्सहुत्तम्मि | 

विरमिअ पुणो रमिज्जइ पिओ जणो णत्थि पुनरुत्तम ॥ 
qur— 
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कुविआओ पसन्नाओ ओरण्ण-मुहीओ विहसमाणाओ | 

जह गहिओ तह हिअअं हरन्ति उच्छिन्तमहिलाओ ॥ 
तथा-- 

अज्जाएँ पहारो णवलदाए दिण्णो पिएण थणवट्टे | 

मिडओ fa दूसहो व्विअ जाओ हिअए सबत्तीणम॥ 


तथा-- 
पराथ यः पीडामनुभवति भङ्गेऽपि मधुरो 
यदीयः aa षामिह ag विकारोऽप्यभिमतः | 
न॑ सम्प्राप्तो वृद्धि यदि स भ्ृशमक्षोत्रपतितः 
किमिक्षो दोपोऽसो न पुनरगुणाया मरुथुवः ॥ 


-इत्यत्र FAIA 5नुभवतिशब्दः | 
aaa fay: कदाचिदपि ध्वनेवि पयः ॥ 
EXPOSITION 


§ 43. The first position, however, might be altogether 
given up and the second standpoint adopted. It might be 
argued that भवित is the definition (लक्षण), i.c. the essential 
and specific attribute of ध्वनि. To this the DAvanikára replies 
by saying : 'अतिव्याप्ते:.-.--- agt —Nor can it be urged that 
भवित is the definition of dhvani, inasmuch as the definition in 
that case becomes either too wide or too narrow. An attribute 
can be regarded as a definition, if it inheres in all the individual 
members belonging to that class to be defined (यावल्लक्ष्यवृत्ति). 
The attribute qfadi can be called a definition, since it is 
found in every instance of पथिवी. The necessity of a defini 
tion consists in the differentiation (afa) of the individual 
or class to be defined from all other individuals or classes 
Thus पथिवीत्व serves to mark off पथिवी as a class from all 


other categories like जल, तेजस etc. We are to note that a 
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लक्षण or definition is a sort of केवलव्यतिरेकि-हेतु 7, ie.a हेतु 
whose negation ( अभाव ) agrees with the negation of 
the साध्य ('साध्याभाव-व्यापकत्वं हेत्वभावस्य यद्‌ भवेत्‌”). Thus, 
the negation of पृथिवीत्व agrees with the negation of पृथिवी, 
as in categories like सलिल, तेजस्‌ etc., which are different 
from पृथिवी, there is an absence of पृथिवीत्व too. Compare :— 


“पृथिवीत्वाभिसम्बन्धात्‌ पृथिवीति । पृथिवीत्वं दाम सामान्य- 
विशेषः, तेनाभिमतः सम्बन्ध: समवाय-लक्षणः, तस्मात्‌ ।. . . .ननु 
पृथिवी-स्वरूप-सिद्धौ कि लक्षणेन ? सिद्धे साधनस्य वेयर्थ्यात्‌, 
तदसिद्धौ चाश्रयासिद्धेः। न, स्वरूपसिद्धौ अपि इतर-व्यवच्छेदस्य 
साध्यमानत्वात्‌ । तथाहि पृथिवी अवादिभ्यो भिद्यते, पृथिवीत्वात्‌ । 
यत्‌ पुनरितरेभ्यो न भिद्यते, नासौ पृथिवी, यथा अबादि। न चेयं 
न पृथिवी। तस्मादितरेभ्यो भिद्यते।....अथ किमेतत्‌ लक्षण- 
मिति ? उच्यते। केवल-व्यतिरेकि-हेतुविशेष एवं लक्षणम्‌। 
तथा चाचार्याः-समानासमानजातीयव्यवच्छेदो लक्षणार्थः’ इति । 
----व्यवहारसिद्धिर्वा लक्षण-प्रयोजनम्‌ । तथाहि-विवादाध्यासितं 
द्रव्यं पृथिवीति व्यवहियते लोकेन, पृथिवीत्वात्‌ । यत्‌ पुनः 
पृथिवीति न व्यवहियते, न सा पृथिवी, यथा अबादि। न च तेयं 


पृथिवी । तस्मात्‌ तथा व्यवह्लियत इति 1?’—Udayana’s Kiraná- 
vali, pp. 41-43. (Benares Sanskrit Series Edn.) 


Thus, in the way shown above, it becomes evident that 
a definition is a special variety of हेतु, and as such, to be valid, 
it must satisfy all the conditions that a valid reason (सद्धेतु ) 
is required to satisfy. Those conditions are Gaara, सपक्ष- 
aca and विपक्षासत्त्व. But if any of these three conditions be 
lacking, the definition becomes fallacious. Thus, if the first 


I The English rendering of the term would be ‘purely 
negatively concomitant’. 
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condition be not fulfilled, the definition is known as असम्भव 
(absurd) ;if, again, the second condition be lacking the defi- 
nition becomes too narrow ( अऱ्व्याप्त ) ; and, the lack of 
the third factor would give rise to the third variety of falla- 
cious definition known as too wide ( अति-व्याप्त ) Thus, 
the above three fallacies of definition exactly correspond 
with the three varieties of invalid reason ( हेत्वाभास ), 
known as विरुद्धत्व, भागासिद्धि and साधारणत्व. Now, in the 
light of the foregoing discussion about the nature of valid 
definition, भक्ति cannot be regarded as the definition of ध्वनि, 
For, it is vitiated by the two fallacies known as अति-व्याप्ति 
and अ-व्याप्ति. भक्ति is a too wide definition because in cases 
where there is no trace of ध्वनि, there ‘is भक्ति. As the 
Vrttikara states : 'तत्रातिव्याष्ति :-...संभवात्‌ १, This he elucidates 
further in the following sentence : “यत्र हि दि कवयो दृश्यन्ते -- 
Though it might be argued that in all cases of लक्षणा (based 
on प्रयोजन) there must be suggestion and as suchit is not 
proper to argue that भक्ति and ध्वनि are not invariable 
concomitants, yet the mere existence of TJ, which is 
प्रयोजन in thiscase, is not the criterion of a ध्वनि-काव्य as 
has been so frequently expressed. The प्रयोजन, which is व्यद्भप्न, 
must be striking too. But even in cases, where the प्रयोजन 
is insignificant and devoid of any charm, the poets do employ 
Indicative or Figurative (लाक्षणिक) words merely in obedience 
to past tradition. Thus, it is plain that in such cases, the 
absence of ध्वनि does not agree with the absence of भवित, 
which should have been the case had भक्ति been the definition 
of ध्वनि. Compare Abhinavagupta's *Locana ;— 

“तन ध्वततमवश्यम्भावीति कथं तद्व्यतिरिवतोऽस्ति विषय 
T सोष्ठवम. इति । अत एव प्रयोजतस्यानादरणीयत्वाद्‌ 
ज्यञ्जकत्वेत त कृत्यं किञ्चित्‌ इति भावः । महद्‌-ग्रहणेन गुणमात्रं 
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तद भवति। यथोक्‍तं--समाधिरन्यधर्मस्य क्वाप्यारोपो विवक्षित'- 
इति दर्शयति । ननु प्रयोजनाभावे कथं तथा व्यवहारः इत्याह-- 
प्रसिद्धाचुरोधेति। परम्परया तथैव प्रयोगात्‌। वयं तु quu 
प्रसिद्धिर्या प्रयोजनस्यानिगूढतेत्यर्थः। उत्तानेनापि रूपेण तत्‌ 
प्रयोजनं चकासन्निगूढतां निधानवदपेक्षत इति भावः। वदतीत्यु- 
पचारे हि स्फुटीकरण-प्रतिपत्तिः प्रयोजनम्‌ । यद्यगूढं स्द-शब्देनोच्येत, 
किमचारुत्वं स्थात्‌ ? गूढतया वर्णने वा कि चारुत्वमथिक जातम्‌ ? 
अनेनैवाशयेन वक्ष्यति--'यत उक्त्यन्तरेणाशक्यं यदि'-त्ति n — op. 
cit., pp. 142-144. 


“परिम्लानं. . ..विसिनीपत्रशयनम्‌'--पथ७ the verb वदति has 
been used ina figurativesense, since the root वद्‌ inits primary 
sense ( “वद व्यक्तायां वाचि’) cannot be construed with such in- 
ane things as विसिनी-पत्र-शयनम्‌. Nor can it be argued that 
the poet used this लाक्षणिक word witha view to conveying 
some प्रयोजन. For, the प्रयोजन, if it has any, would be स्फुटी- 
करणप्रतीति, and it might as well be conveyed through deno- 
tation. Thus, though there is no ध्वनि here, yet there is 


भक्ति. 

“चृम्बिज्जइ ...... पुनरुत्तम्‌ —Here the term ‘gagag’ is 
लाक्षणिक, even though there is no evident प्रयोजन for resorting 
to such लक्षणां. 'पुनरुबतम्‌ इत्यनृपोदेयता लक्ष्यते, उक्तार्थस्या- 
सम्भवात्‌ Locana. 

कुविआओ... . .रहिलाओ”_'अत्र ग्रहणेन उपादेयता लक्ष्यते, 
हरणेन तत्परतन्त्रतापत्तिः_°/०८८. 

ASHE... .सवत्तीणम्‌ -“कनिष्ठभार्यायाः स्तनपृष्ठे नवलतया 
काम्तेनोचितक्रीडायोगेन मृदुकोऽपि प्रहारो दत्तः सपत्नीनां सौभाग्य 
सूचकं तत्‌ क्रीडासंविभागमप्राप्तानां हृदये दुःसहो जातः, मृदुक- 
त्वादेब। अन्यस्य दत्तो मृदुः प्रहारोऽन्यस्य च सम्पद्चते, दुःसहश्च 
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मृदुरपि इति चित्रम्‌। दानेनात्र फलवत्त्वं लक्ष्यते 1"—?Locana, 
Pp. 144-145. 


पराथ ...मरुभुव:-- Here the verb अन्‌भवति must be taken 
in its figurative sense ( लक्ष्याथं ), as inits primary sense it 


cannot be construed with the nominative form इक्ष:. Compare 
Locana. “पराथेति । यद्यपि प्रस्तुत-म गपुरुषापेक्षयाऽनुभवतिशब्दा 
मुख्य एव, तथापि अप्रस्तुते इक्षौ प्रशस्यमाने पीडाया अनुभवपदेन असं- 
भवता पीडावत्त्वं लक्ष्यते, तच्च पीडग्रमानत्वे पर्यवस्यति loc. cit. 

‘a चेवंविधः.... . .विषय:--80०1 instances can never be 


reckoned as illustrations of ध्वनि, forthe प्रयोजन has no beauty: 
at all. 


TEXT 
$ ४४॥ यत:-- 
उत्तयन्तरेणाशक्यं यत तच्चारुत्व॑ प्रकाशयन_। 
शब्दो व्यज्ञकतां बिश्वद्‌ ध्वन्युक्तेविषयीभवेत्‌ ॥१५॥ 
अन्न चोदाहृते विषये नोक्तयन्तराशक्य-चारुस-व्यक्तिहेतुः शब्दः ॥ 
EXPOSITION 


$44. The Dhvanikára now enunciates the essential charac— 
teristic of a truly suggestive word whichcan be designated. 
as ध्वनि proper (“ध्वनतीति Hear’). 

“If any word through suggestion conveys some sense the 
beauty and charm of which is lost if it be expressed in any 
other mode, that alone can be called ध्वनि.” 

अत्रच...... शब्द:-—lIn the preceding five instances the 
terms वदति, पुनरुत्रतम्‌, हरन्ति, दत्तः भात अनुभवति do not 
communicate to us any such idea which could not have been 
expressed through denotation (अभिधा) without any appreciable 
loss of the charm. For example, for the figurative (लाक्षणिक) ] 
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word वदति one might easily substitute सूचयति which through 
denotation would have directly conveyed the self-same idea 
without any deterioration of the effect thereby. 

It is interesting to note in this connection the words of 
S. T. Coleridge which seem to echo the very idea contained 
in the above Kārikā of the Dhvanyáloka. Coleridge speaking 
of Rev. James Bowyer, one of the tutors in his school-days 
observes :— 

‘In our own English compositions, (at least for the last 
three years of our school education,) he showed no mercy to 
phrase, metaphor, or image, unsupported by a sound sense, 
or where the same sense might have been conveyed with equal 
force and dignity in plainer words. Lute, harp, and lyre, 
Muse, Muses, and inspirations, Pegasus, Parnassus and 
Hippocrene were all an abomination to him. In fancy I can 
almost hear him now, exclaiming “Harp ? Harp ? Lyre ? 
Pen and ink, boy, you mean ! Muse, boy, Muse ? Your 
murse’s daughter, you mean ? Pierian spring ? Oh aye ! 
the cloisterpump, I suppose | »_Biographia Literaria, p. 4 
(Everyman's Library ) In a footnote on the same page, 
‘Coleridge remarks :— 

“This is worthy of ranking as a maxim, (regula maxima, ) 
of criticism. Whatever is translatable in other and simpler 
words of the same language, without Joss of sense or dignity, 
is bad. N. B.—By dignity I mean the absence of ludicrous 
and debasing associations.” 

Later on, he expresses the same feeling in almost identical 
terms :— 

“Ag the result of all my reading and meditation, I abs- 
tracted two critical aphorisms, deeming them to comprise the 
conditions and criteria of poetic style ;—......secondly, that 
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‘whatever lines can be translated into other words of the same 

language, without diminution of their significance, either in 

‘sense or association, or in any worthy feeling, are so far vicious 

। in their diction...... I was wont boldly to affirm, that it would 

be scarcely more difficult to push a stone out from the 

| Pyramids with the bare hand, than to alter a word, or the 
position of a word, in Milton or Shakespeare, (in their most 
important works at least,) without making the poet say some- 
thing else, or something worse, than he does say."—Op. cit.; 
pp. 11-12. 

I have quoted at length from Coleridge only with a view to 
directing the attention of the readers to one important fact— 
viz. how the intellects of great literary critics converge together 
on important issues. As the proverb runs : “संवा दिन्यो fg 
महात्मनां बुद्धय:--6॥ great men think alike.” 

Abhinavagupta explains उक्त्यन्तरेण as :— 
| “्वन्यत्िरिक्तेन स्फुटेत शब्दार्थ-व्यापार-विशेषेणत्यर्थः ।' 
TEXT 


$४५। किञ्च- 
| रूढा ये विषयेऽन्यत्र शब्दाः स्वविषयादपि । 
लावण्याद्याः प्रयुक्तास्ते न भवन्ति पदं ध्वनेः IRAI 
तेष चोपचरितशब्दवृत्तिरस्तीति । तथाविधे च विषये कचित्‌ 
सम्भवन्नपि ध्वनि-व्यवहारः प्रकारान्तरेण प्रवत्त ते। न तथाः 
विध शब्दमुखेन ।। 


EXPOSITION 


845, In the preceding section the Dhyanikdra has shown 
how भवित as a definition of safa is 7०० widel अति व्याप्त) 
॥| 
n the ground that in all the cases of प्रयोजनमूला लक्षणा, 
Ro) 
10 : 
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there is no universal agreement between the two. The present 
Karika is meant to supply one more reason for discarding 
such a view, by stating that in रूढिमूला लक्षणा there is no 
trace of ध्वनि at all, as the प्रयोजन which is to be suggested 
is wanting in this variety of लक्षणा. For example, words like 
लावण्य, कुशल etc. are used figuratively to convey senses that 
are different from their strictly derivative meanings (व्यृत्‌पत्ति- 
लभ्य अर्थ), and yet it would not be proper to designate them 
as ध्वनि merely because there is लक्षणा. Still that would have 
been exactly the case if the view put forward by the opponents 
—viz. that भक्ति is the definition of ध्वनि, had been adopted. 
Abhinavagupta explains the Karika as follows :— 


“एवं यत्र प्रयोजनं सदपि नादरास्पदं! तत्र को ध्वनन-व्यापारः 
इत्युकत्वा यत्र मूलत एव प्रयोजनं नास्ति, भवति चोपचारस्तत्रापिः 
को ध्वनन-व्यापार इत्याह-किञ्चेति । लावण्याद्या ये शब्दाः 
स्वविषयाल्लवण-रस-युक्तत्वादेः स्वार्थादन्यत्र हृद्यत्वादौ रूढा 
रूढत्वादेव त्रितय-सन्निध्यपेक्षण-व्यवधानशून्याः। यदाह-*निरूढा 
लक्षणा: saq सामर्थ्यादभिधानवत्‌ ।' इति। ते तस्मिन्‌ 
स्व-विषयादन्यत्र प्रयुता अपि न ध्वनेः qd भवन्ति; न तत्र 
ध्वत्ि-व्यवहारः। उपचरिता ब्दस्य वृत्तिगौ णी. लाक्षणिकी 
चेत्यर्थः । आदि-ग्रहणेन आनुलोभ्यं प्रातिकूल्यं सब्रह्मचा रीत्येवमादयः 
शब्दा लाक्षणिका गृह्यन्ते। लोम्नामनुगतम्‌ अनुलोमं मर्दनम्‌ | 
कूलस्य प्रतिपक्षतया स्थितं स्रोतः प्रतिकूलम्‌ । तुल्यगृरुः सब्रह्मचारी 
इति मुख्यो विषयः । अन्यः पुनरुपचरित एव। न चात्र प्रयोजन 
किड्चिदुह्ब्य लक्षणा प्रवृत्तेति न तद्विषयो ध्वनन-व्यंवहारः u^ 
—Op. cit, pp. 146-147. 


तथाविधे... . . . दब्दमुख 4 —lt might be argued, however, 
that if the above view be conceded, there would be no ध्वनि 
at all wherever such terms as लावण्य, आनलोम्य etc. are 
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used. But contrary instancesare not rare. The Vrttikara 
answers: ‘We do not state that there should be no ध्वनि 
at all wherever निरूढ-लक्षणिक terms are employed. There may 
be ध्वनि in such cases. But that does not compromise our 
position at all. For, if we analyse critically we will be able to 
discover that in those cases, the source of ध्वनि is not these 
निरूढ words ( कुशळ, लावण्य, प्रतिकूल, ००.) themselves, but 
some other factor. And as such the opinion expressed above 
is universally valid." As Abhinavagupta comments :— 

“ननु 'देवडिति लुणाहि पलुत्रम्मिगमिज्वालवणुज्वलं गुमरिफोल्ल- 
qog (१)-इत्यादो लावण्यादि-शब्द-सन्निघानेऽस्ति प्रतीयमानाभि- 
व्यक्तिः। सत्यम्‌ , सा तु च लावण्य-शब्दात्‌ | अपि लु THA- 
वाक्यार्थ प्रतीत्यनन्तरं ध्वनन-व्यापा रादेव । अत्र हि प्रियतमा-मुखस्येव 
समस्ताशा-प्रकाशकत्वं ध्वन्यते इत्यलं बहुना। तदाहू--प्रकारान्त- 
रेणेति । व्यञ्जकत्वेनेव | नतु उपचरित-लावण्यादि-शब्दःप्रयोगा- 
दित्यर्थः ॥”-——°Locana, loc. cit., p. 147. 

TEXT 

$४६ । अपि च-- i 
मुख्यां बृत्ति परित्यज्य गुणवत्त्याउ्थंदशूनल I 
यदु दिश्य फलं तत्र शुब्दो नेव स्खलद-गतिः ॥१७॥ ; 

तत्र हिं चारुत्वातिशय-विशिशर्थप्रकाशन-लक्षणे प्रयोजने 
कत्त'व्ये यदि शब्दस्यामुख्यता तदा तस्य प्रयोगे दुष्टतव स्यात्‌ । 
न चेवेम्‌ ॥ 

EXPOSITION 
§46. The Dhvanikara adduces a fresh argument, apart from 


all considerations of the fallacies shown above (viz. अतिव्याप्ति 


and अव्याप्ति ), against भक्ति being the definition of ध्वनि- 
The contents of लक्षणा and ध्वनन are altogether different, 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


148 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA 


and in view of this, itis not proper to regard the one as the 
attribute ( लक्षण ) of the other. It might, however, be 
asked : What is the difficulty in considering the प्रयोजन too 
as लक्ष्य and thus dispensing with the fourth function of 
Suggestion. In that case, there can be raised no objection 
on the ground of fallacious definition. The present Karika 
is intended as a reply to such a possible contention. As 
Abhinavagupta puts it {—- 

“एवं aq यत्र भक्तिस्तत्र ध्वनिरिति तावन्नास्ति। तेन 
यदि ध्वनेभक्तिलक्षणं तदा भक्ति-सन्तिधौ सर्वत्र ध्वनि-व्यवहारः 
स्यादित्यतिव्याप्तिः | अभ्युपगम्यापि ब्रूमः-भवतु यत्र यत्र भक्ति- 
स्तत्र तत्र ध्वनि: । तथापि यद्विषयो लक्षणा-व्यापारो न तद्विषयो 
ध्वननव्यापारः। न च भिन्नविषययोधेर्मधर्मिभावः। धर्मं एव च 
लक्षणमित्युच्यते। तत्र लक्षणा तावदमुख्यार्थविषयो व्यापारः। 
saia ध्रयोजनविषयम्‌। न च तद्विषयोऽपि द्वितीयो लक्षणा- 
व्यापारो युक्तः, लक्षणासामग्रप्रभावात्‌ ॥-- Op. cit. pp. 147-48. 
The प्रयोजन cannot be लक्ष्य for the simple reason-viz. that 
the conditions of लक्षणा are absent here. To be लक्षणा, there 
must be मुख्याथ बाघ and प्रयोजन. In the expression "गङ्गायां 
घोष: the term THT signifies तट through लक्षणा because the 
primary sense of the term, viz, प्रवाह, is incompatible and 
because there is some end in view—viz. the cognition of शेत्य 
and पावनत्व originally appertaining to the stream on the bank 
thereof. But शोत्य-पावनत्व too cannot be similarly conveyed 
through लक्षणा, for in that case it should be shown that even 
the secondary sense of the term T, viz. तट, is incompati- 
ble, which is, however, not the case. Nor is there any प्रयोजन 
for resorting to a second लक्षणा. And if, for the sake of argu- 
ment, some प्रयोजन be forged out, that would entail a 
regressus ad infinitum (अनवस्था), because the second प्रयोजन 
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would again be conveyed through लक्षणा, for the justification 
of which a third प्रयोजन would have to be posited and so on. 


Abhinavagupta explains the Kdrikd as follows i— 

“मुख्यां वृत्तिममिधाञ्यापारं परित्यज्य परिसमाप्य गुणवृत्या 
लक्षणारूपया spe भमुख्यस्य दशनं प्रत्यायना, सा यत्‌फलं कर्मभूतं 
प्रयोजनरूपमुद्दिश्य क्रियते, तत्र प्रयोजने तावद्‌ द्वितीयो व्यापारः। न 
चासौ लक्षणैव । यतः स्खलन्ती बाधक्र-व्यापारेण विधुरीक्रियमाणा 
गतिरवबोधनशवितर्यस्य शब्दस्य तदीयो व्यापारो लक्षणा । न च 
प्रयोजनमवगमयतः शब्दस्य बाधकंयोगः। तथाभावे तत्रापि 
निमित्तान्तरस्य प्रयोजनान्तरस्य चान्वेषणेन अनवस्थानात्‌ । तेनायं 
लक्षण-लक्षणाया न विषय इति भावः। दशनम्‌ इति ण्यन्तो 
निर्देशः 1 — Locana, pp. 148-49. 

Mammatabhatta reproduces the very words of the 


Dhvanyáloka and its commentary "Locana in his Kavyaprakdsa. 
Compare: “यस्य॒ प्रतीतिमाधातु लक्षणा समुपास्यते | फले 
जब्दैकगम्येऽत्र व्यञ्जनान्तापरा क्रिया ॥”-प्रयोजन-प्रतिपिपादायषया 
यत्र लक्षणया झब्दप्रयोगस्तत्र नान्यतस्तत्प्रतीतिरपि तु तस्मादेव 
शब्दात्‌ । न चात्र व्यञ्जना दृतेऽच्यो व्यापारः | तथाहि--“नाभिधा 
समयाभावात्‌ ?। 'गज्ञायां घोषः' इत्यादौ ये पावनत्वादयो धर्मा- 
स्तटादौ प्रतीयन्ते त तत्र गङ्गादिशब्दाः संकेतिताः॥ “हेत्वभावान्न 
लक्षणा” ॥ मुख्यार्थबाधादित्रयं हेतुः। तथा च¬ 

“लक्ष्य न मुख्यं नाप्यत्र बाधो योगः फलेन नो | 

न प्रयोजनमेतस्मिन्‌ न च शब्दः स्खल गति: ॥* 
_ य्था गज्भा-शब्दः खोतलि सबाध इति तटं लक्षयति, तद्वद्‌ यदि 
तटेऽपि सबाधः स्यात्‌ तत्‌ प्रयोजनं लक्षयेत्‌। नच तटं मुख्योऽर्थः | 
नाप्यत्र बाधः। न च गङ्गाशब्दार्थस्य तटस्य पावनत्वाद्य ळक्षणोयेः 
संबन्धः । नापि प्रयोजने लक्ष्ये किञ्चित्‌ प्रयोजनम्‌ । न च TAT 
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शब्दस्तटमिव प्रयोजनं प्रतिपादयितुमसमर्थः ॥ 
“एवमप्यनवस्था स्याद्‌ या मूलक्षतिकारिणी ॥ 
--एवमपि प्रयोजनं चेल्लक्ष्यते तत्‌ प्रयोजनान्तरेण तदपि प्रयोजलान्त- 
रेणेति प्रक्रताप्रतीतिकुदनवस्था भवेत्‌ ।।- Ullasa 11. 
TEXT 
$991 तस्मात 
कत्वां >. c c = 
वाचकत्वाश्रयेणेत्र गुणवृत्तिव्यवस्थिता | 
त्व >. E SAN £4 © p UN j 
5यज्ञकत्वेकमूलस्य ध्वनेः स्याल्लच्षण FAA ॥१८॥ 
तस्मादन्यो ध्वनिरन्या च गुणबूत्तिः। अव्याप्तिरप्यस्य 
लक्षणस्य | नहि ध्वनिप्रभेदो विवक्षितान्यपरवाच्यलक्षणः, अन्ये 
~ 
च बहवः प्रकारा भक्ता व्याप्यन्त। तस्मा भक्तिरलक्षणम्‌ ॥ 
EXPOSITION 

§ 47. In the present karikd the Dhvanikara winds up 
the above discussion. 'वाचकत्वाश्रयेणेव. . ..लक्षणं कथम्‌'-लक्षणा 
depends invariably on वाचकत्व or अभिधा, since the incom- 
patibilty of the मुख्यार्थ or primary sense first presented 
through the function of Denotation or अभिधा is the conditio 
sine qua non of लक्षण, whereas ध्वनि, which is completely 
independent of अभिधा is based solely on Suggestion, a func- 
_tion which is found to belong to unmeaning sounds ( अवाचक- 
वणे ) even. This being the case it is absurd to maintain that 
ध्वनि and भक्ति are identical or the one ( ध्वनि ) is 
defined or determined by the other ( लक्षणा or भक्ति ) AS 
Abhinavagupta explains :— 

“उपसंह्रति--तस्मादिति। यतोऽभिधापुच्छभतंव लक्षणा, ततो 
हेतोर्वाचकत्वमभिधाव्यापारमाश्रिता तद्वाधनेनोत्यानात्‌ तत्‌पुच्छ- 
भूतत्वाच्च गुणवृत्तिः गोण-लाक्षणिकेप्रकार इत्यर्थः । सा कथं ध्वने- 
व्यंञजनात्मनो लक्षणं स्यात्‌ ? भिन्तविषयत्वादिति। एतदेवोप- 
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संहरति--तस्मादिति। यतोऽतिन्ताप्तिरुक्ता ततूप्रसज्धेन च fur 
विषयत्वं तस्माद्‌ हेतो रित्यर्थः — Op. cit, p. 151. Mammata- 
bhatta’s arguments are substantially based on the Dhyanya- 
loka andits commentary, though he notes a few more points 
that differentiate लक्षणा from व्यञ्जना. Compare :— 

“ननु “रामोऽस्मि सर्वं सहे' इति, “रामेण प्रियजीवितेन तु कृतं 
gem: प्रिये तोचितम्‌' इति, 'रामोऽसौ भुवनेषु विक्रमगुण: प्राप्तः 
प्रसिद्धिं पराम्‌’ इत्यादौ लक्षणीयोऽप्यर्थो नानात्वं भजते, बिशेषव्यप- 
देशहेतुश्च भवति, तदवगमरच झाब्दार्थायत्तः प्रकरणादिसव्यपेक्षश्चेति 
कोऽयं नतनः प्रतीयमानो नाम ? उच्यते--लक्षणीयस्यार्थेस्य नाना- 
त्वेऽपि अनेक्रार्थशब्दार्थाभिधेयवन्नियतत्वमेव। न खल्‌ मुख्यंनाथन 
अनियत-संबन्धो लक्षयितु' शक्यते । प्रतीयमानस्तु प्रकरणादि-विशेष- 
aaa नियतसम्बन्धोऽनियतसंबन्धः संबद्ध-संबन्धश्चेति द्योत्यते । 
न च--'अत्ता एत्थ णिमज्जइ' इत्यादो बिवक्षितान्यपरवाच्ये ध्वनौ 
मुख्यार्थ-बाधः, तत्‌ कथमत्र लक्षणा ? लक्षणायामपि व्यञ्जनमवश्य- 
माश्रयितव्यम्‌ इति प्रतिपादितम्‌ । यथा च समय-सव्यपेक्षाऽभिधा 
तथा मसख्यार्थबाधादित्रय-समयविशेष-सव्यपेक्षा लक्षणा । अत एवा- 
भिधापुच्छभूता सेत्याहुः | 

“न च लक्षणात्मकमेव ध्वननम्‌, तदनुगमेन तस्य दशेनात्‌। न च 
तदन्‌गतमेव, अभिधावलम्बनेतापि तस्य भावात्‌। न चोभयानुसायंव, 
अवाचकवर्णानसारेणापि तस्य दृष्टेः । न च शब्दानुसायव, अशब्दा- 
त्मक-नेत्रत्रिभागावलोकनादिगतत्वेनापि तस्य प्रसिद्धः-इत्यभिधा- 
तातुपर्य-लक्षणाख्यव्यापारत्रयातिव्ती ध्वननादिपर्यायो व्यापारोऽनप ह्न 
वनीय एव ।।~—Kayyaprakasa, Ullasa V. 

अव्याप्तिः व्याप्यन्ते—Having thus refuted the argument 


of the opponents, endeavouring to define ध्वनि by means of 
लक्षणा on the ground of the fallacy of अतिव्याप्ति, the 
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author adds that it is also vitiated on account of the fallacy 
of अव्याप्ति as well, For, in cases of रसध्वनि, भावध्वनि etc., 
that are varieties of Su लक्ष्यक्रमव्य ङ्ग subdivision of the 
विवक्षितान्यपर-वाच्य-ध्वनि, there is no trace of लक्षणा at all, 
since the primary sense (मुख्यार्थं) is not found to be incompa- 
tible in those cases. As Abhinavagupta puts it :— 


“एवमतिव्याप्तेरथाब्याप्तेर्नं चासौ लक्ष्यते तया'--इति कारिका- 
गतातिव्याप्तिं व्याख्याय अव्याप्तिं व्याचष्टे-अव्याप्तिरप्यस्येति । 
अस्य गृणवत्तिरूपस्येत्यर्थः। यत्र यत्न ध्वनिस्तत्र तत्र यदि भक्ति- 
भेवेत्‌, न स्याद्‌ अव्याप्तिः। न चेवम्‌ । अविक्षितवाच्येऽस्ति भक्तिः- 
“'सुवर्णपुष्प।'मित्यादौ । "शिखरिणि इत्यादौ तुसा कथम्‌ ॥”- 
°Locana, pp. 151-152. 

TEXT 
€ ™~ 
$ ४८। कस्यचिद्‌ ध्वनि-भेदस्य 


सा तु स्यादुपलक्षणम्‌ ॥ 


सा पुनर्भ क्तिव क्ष्यमाणप्रभेदमध्यादन्यतमस्य भेदस्य यदि 
नामोपलक्षणतया सम्भाव्येत ॥ 
EXPOSITION 
§ 48. Thus, the first two sub-contentions of the भक्ति- 
वादिन्‌'s being confuted, they might fall back on the third 
view—viz. भक्ति is the उपलक्षण (accidens) of ध्वनि. An 
उपलक्षण is an occasional mark, just as the काक (crow) is 
an उपलक्षण of देवदत्त-गृह, Le. a crow sitting on the top of 
Devadatta's residence serves to distinguish it from other 
houses, and as such itis a distinguishing accidens of Deva- 
datta'sresidence! Itis important, however, to keep in view 


I Compare: “. . . .कतरद्‌ देवदत्तस्य गृहम्‌। अदो यत्रासौ काक 


इति । उत्पतिते काके यद्यपि नष्ट' तद्‌ गृहं भवत्यन्ततस्तमुद्देशं जानाति du^ 
—Mahabhasya on Panini I. 1. 26. 
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the distinction betweon उपलक्षण on the one hand and विशेषण 
and उपाधि on the other. (1) वत्तमानं व्यावत्तक विधेयान्वयि 
विशेषणम्‌--यथा 'नीलमुत्‌पलम्‌' ; (२) वत्तेमानो व्यावत्तेको विधयान- 
न्वयी उपाधि:--यथा “कर्ण॑शष्कुल्युपहितं नभः श्रोत्रम्‌’ इति ; (3) 
व्यावत्तंकम अवत्तमानं विधेयानन्वयि उपलक्षणमू--यथा 'काकवद्‌ 
देवदत्त-गृहम्‌' इति ॥ 

It is true that भक्ति is an occasional mark of safa as 
is attested by the existence of भक्ति in the varieties of अविः 
aferaat=aeafa. But the opponents can gain nothing thereby. 
Noris the position of the Dhvani-theorists compromised in 
the least by such an admission, Compare °Locana :— 


«qq मा भद ध्वनिरिति भक्तिरिति चकं रूपमू मा च भूद्‌ 
भकितिध्वने लक्षणम्‌ । उपलक्षणं तु भविष्यति-यत ध्वनिर्भवति, तत्र 
भक्गितरप्यस्ति इति भक्त्युपलक्षितो ध्वनिः। न तावदेतत्‌ सव- 
त्रास्ति। एतावता च किं परस्य सिद्धम्‌, कि वा नस्त्रटितम्‌ ? 
इति। तदाह-कस्यचिदिति ॥॥ --०८. cit. 

The following extract from Vidyadhara’s Ekdvali is a 
faithful resumé of the foregoing sections of the Dhyanyaloka 
dealing with the position of the भक्तिवादिन्‌'ऽ :— 

“अथ भक्तेरुपचारादागतोऽयम्‌ इति ये भाकतमभिदधते त एवं 
प्रष्टव्या:। भक्तिव्यंक्तिश्चेति तत्त्वान्वरमिति यद्यभिसन्धिः तदा 
भक्ति-व्यक्त्योः कि तादात्म्यम्‌, उत भक्तिव्यक्तेलक्षणम्‌, उपलक्षणं 
वा? न प्रथमः पक्षः। उभयोरप्यनयोः परस्परविरुद्धानां धर्माणा- 
मपलम्भ-संभवात। तथाहि मुस्यार्थबाधाद्यनुसंधातत्रवृत्तत्वं भक्तेः । 
बक्त-बोद्धव्यादि-वै सिष्टयान्‌संधातप्रवृत्तत्वं तु व्यक्तेः । तत्‌ कुतस्तयो- 
स्तादात्म्यशङ्काकलङ्कावतारः। कि च भेदसिद्धये अनुमानमप्यस्ति । 
भक्ति-व्यक्तीं मिथो भिन्ने। भिन्त-धर्मयोगित्वात्‌। यद्‌ fuer 
धर्मयोगि तान्मथो भिन्तम्‌। यथा घट-पटादि। न द्वितीयः । 
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वक्ष्यमाण-दषणगण-ग्रस्तत्वात्‌ । तथाहि-लक्षणस्य केवल-व्यतिरेकि- 
त्वादेवं किलानुमान-रचना । व्यक्तिरितरेभ्यो भिद्यते afian- 
cart) यत्‌ पुनरितरेभ्यो न भिद्यते न तद्‌ भवितमत्‌। यथा5- 
मिधादि। तथा च सत्यभिधेकमूले ध्वनौ भक्तेरभावात्‌ भागासिद्धो 
हेतुः । व्यक्ते रितरेभ्यो भिन्नत्वे साध्येऽस्य हेतो रितराभिन्ने विवेचकत्व- 
मात्रं लक्षयति qaem रूढेऽपि aafaa, गतत्वाद्‌ विरुद्धत्वमपि। 
अनेन fe विवेचकत्वादिमात्रं लक्ष्यते, न तु किंचिद्‌ व्यज्यते। न 
तृतीयः। विवक्षितान्यपरवाच्ये व्वनो भकत्युपलक्षितत्वाभावात्‌। 
उपलक्षणत्वाभ्युपगमेऽपि भक्ति-व्यकत्यो र भिन्तत्वासंभवाच्च । उप- 
लक्षणेन विनापि उपलक्षणीयस्य सिद्धेशच | एतेन यत्‌ कुन्तकेन -भवता- 
बन्तर्भावितो ध्वनिस्तदपि प्रत्याख्यातम्‌ ॥”--07. cit, pp. 48-51. 
TEXT l 
A [S ~ 

§ ४९ । यदि च gata ध्वनिल क्ष्यत इत्युच्यते तदभिधा- 
व्यापारेण तदितरोऽल'कारवगः समग्र एव लक्ष्यत इति प्रत्येकम- 
ल'काराणां लक्षण-करण-वे यथ्येप्रसङ्गः॥ 

EXPOSITION 

$49. It might, however, be maintained that inspite of 
all that has been said against भक्ति being the essential and 
invariable attribute of ध्वनि, there is no necessity of enun- 
ciating the definition of भक्ति afresh, for भक्ति, as it has 
been admitted by all as the उपलक्षण of ध्वनि, can well 
serve the function of a लक्षण, inasmuch as the object of 
लक्षण and उपलक्षण is the same—viz. differentiation (इतर- 
व्यावृत्ति). Such an objection is answered by the Vritikdra 
in the text: यदि w...... वेयथ्येप्रसजुः--5ण्या a course of 
argument if carried to its logical extreme, might be applied 
to the domain of alamkdras as wel. For alamkáras have 
as their basis, words, senses and their mutual relation (viz. 
संकेत or अभिधा), and as all these elements that constitute the 
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foundation of all figures of speech have been fully discussed 
and analysed by the Grammarians and the. Mimansakas, 
there is left ‘very little scope for the authors like Bhamaha, 
Udbhata etc. for displaying their erudition and critical 
acumen and applying them to the task of severally defining 
the figures of speech, All their labours would be regarded 
as quite uncalled for and useless. As Abhinavagupta notes .— 
“ननु भक्तिस्तावच्चिरस्तने रक्ता | तदुपलक्षणमुखेन च ध्वनिः 
मपि समग्रभेदं लक्षयिष्यन्ति ज्ञास्यन्ति च । कि तल्लक्षणेनेत्याश ड्कगाह 
गदि चेति। अभिधानाभियेयभावो हि अलंकाराणां व्यापकः। 
ama अभिधावृत्ते वेयाकरण-मीमांसकनिंरूपिते कुत्रेदानी मलं- 
काराणां व्यापार: ? तथा--हेतुबलात्‌ कार्य जायते इति ताकिंकं- 
रक्ते किमिदानोमीइवरप्रभृतीनां कत्तृणां ज्ञातूणां वा कृत्यमपूर्वं 
स्यादिति सर्वो निरारभ्भः स्यात्‌ | तदाह-लक्षण-करण-वयथ्ये- 
प्रसङ्गः-इृति i\’’—Op. cit., pp. 161-162. 
TEXT 
$ ७५० | किच- 

erased: कृते चास्य पच-संसिद्धिरेव नः ॥१६॥ 
कृतेऽपि वा पूर्व मेवान्यैध्व निलक्षणे पक्षसंसिद्धिरेव नः। 
gene “ध्वनिरस्तो'ति नः पक्षः। सच प्रागेव संसिद्ध इति 

अयन्न-सम्पन्न-समीहितारथाः GIT: स्मः ॥ 
येऽपि सहृदय-हृदय-संबेयमनाख्येयमेव ध्वनेरात्मानमाम्ना- 
सिषुस्तेऽपि न परीक्ष्यवादिनः। यत उक्तया नोत्या ब्ष्यमाणया 
च ध्वनेः सामान्य-विशेष-छक्षणे प्रतिपादितेऽपि यद्यनाख्येयलल 
तत्‌ सर्वे षामेव बस्तूनां तत्‌ प्रसक्तम्‌ । यदि पुनध्व नेरतिशयो- 
क्तग5नया काय्यान्तरातिशायि तैः स्वरूपमाख्यायते तत्‌ तेऽपि 


युक्ताभिधायिन एव || 
इति श्रीराजाकानन्दवर्धनाचार्यविरचिते ध्वन्यालोके प्रथम SEAT: ॥ 
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EXPOSITION 


§ 50. But, if despite all the positive proofs adduced by 
the Dhvani theorists in favour of ध्वनि being regarded as a 
novel element of poetry, the opponents persist in their theory 
and belittle the efforts of the former, the Dhyanikara replies : 
लक्षणेड्न्य . ...तः-- it be argued that ध्वनि had been already 
defined by the ancients in so far as they recognised भवित as 
an additional function and included such figures of speech as 
पर्यायोक्त, अप्र स्तुतप्रशंसा etc. within the scheme of their works, 
we can only bow and say that our Jabours have been so far 
saved thereby. For, we have no fascination at all for re- 
serving to ourselves the credit of being recognised as the 
founders of a new school or propounders of a novel theory. 
Our object has been to establish ध्वनि on a firm basis with 
the help of logic and sound reasoning. If we have been long 
anticipated by our forerunners, we have no grudge at all for 
that. Weare all the more thankfulto them. But inspite of 
all this, we can claim this much credit for ourselves that it is 
we who have first systematised the Dhyani theory by giving 
it a new form and shape and classifying with logical 
precision the different varieties of .Dhvani under definite 
heads." As Abhinavagupta observes :— 


“मा भूत्‌ अपुर्वोन्मीलनं पूर्वोन्मीलितमेवास्माभिः “सम्यङ 
निरूपितम्‌ । तथापि को दोषः इत्यमिप्रायेणाह-किचेत्यादि।”— 
Op. cit., p. 162. 

Thus, the Dhyanikdra has at length refuted the views of 
the Negativists ( अभाववादिन्‌ $ ) and the भक्तिवादिन्‌!$ as 
well. But it might be contended that the third view which 
holds that the real nature of ध्वनि is indefinable ( 'केचिद्‌ 
वाचां स्थितमविषये तत्त्वमूचुस्तदीयम्‌”) remains unassailed and 
the Kérikdkdra is inconsistent in not having examined this 
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view. To this Abhinavagupta answers: “True that the 
Karikakdra has neither examined this third contention in 
any Káriká nor has he confuted it in explicit terms. Yet it 
is prima facie evident that the view of the third group of 
opponents cannot stand in view of the fact that the Karikakára 
has already furnished a definition of dhvani in the Kariká : 
“qaqa: शब्दो वा— ( 1.13 ) and overthrown Negativists and 
भक्ति वादिन्‌ 28, and that is why he has not thought it necessary 
to revert to it and refute it afresh. But the Vrttikara 
anticipating such a possible objection does not fail to accord 
due consideration to the view of the अलक्षणीयतावादिन्‌ 5 
and refute it in the text : “येऽपि. 5 *-युक्‍्ताभिधायिन ua’. Compare : 
“एवं त्रिप्रकारमभाववादं, भक्त्यन्तभू ततां च निराकुवेता अलक्षणीय- 
त्वमेतन्मध्ये निराकृतमेव । अत एव मूलकारिका साक्षात्‌ तन्निरा- 
करणार्था न श्रूयते । वृत्तिकृत्तु निराक्कतमपि प्रमेयशय्यापूरणाय 
कण्ठेन तत्पक्षमनूद्य निराकरोति-येऽपीत्यादिना” Locana, pp. 
162-63. येऽपि. . . .तत्‌ प्रसक्तम्‌ The Karikakara has defined 
the general characteristics of all the ध्वनिकाव्य'ऽ in 1. 13 and 
the specific varieties of ध्वनि have been defined and discussed 
in Karikds II. 1 ff. Thus the Karikakdra has been successful 
in his attempt to define eq in all its detail. If, however, 
despite this the opponents be obstinate enough to argue 
that ध्वनि is indescribable and indefinable and profess them- 
selves to be agnostics so far as the nature of ध्वनि is con- 
cerned, the Dhvani-theorists cannot but submit and answer 
that everything would be indefinable on such a view. 

'यादि पुनः... -युक्‍ताभिधायित्त एव-- 801 if it is meant to be 
a mere hyperbole intended to convey the indescribable charm 
of ध्वनि that surpasses all other elements of poetry like गुण?5 
अलंकार'5 etc. in beauty and strikingness, that beggar all 
yerbal descriptions, we cannot but concede the reasonableness 
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> 
of sucha view and agree with them whole-heartedly. 


Compare “Locana :— 1 

“उक्तया नीत्या--यत्रार्थ: शब्दों वा--' इति सामान्यलक्षण 
प्रतिपादितम्‌ । वक्ष्यमाणया तु नीत्या विशेषलक्षणं भविष्यति 
अर्थान्तरे संक्रमितम्‌-इत्यादिना । तत्र Wang ध्वनेः सामान्थ- 
लक्षणमेव कारिकारेण कृतम्‌ BAA कारिकाकारो$वान्तर- 
ami विशेषलक्षणं च विदधदनुवादमुशेन मूलविभाग द्विविधं 
सूचितवान्‌ । तदाशयातुसारेण तु वृत्तिकृद्ेवोहृ्रोते gefa- 
मवोचत्‌-'स च द्विविधः’ इति। सवषामिति। लौकिकानां 
ज्ञास्त्रीयाणां चेत्यर्थः । अतिशयोक्त्येति । यथा (तान्यक्षराणि हृदये 
ffr स्फुरन्ति’ इतिवदतिशयोवत्याऽनाख्येयतोक्ता साररूपतां 
प्रतिप्रादयितुमिति दशितम्‌ इति शिवम्‌ ॥”--09. cit, p. 163. 

In the Third Uddyota the Vritikdra elaborately examines 
this view of the अलळक्षणीयतावादिन्‌'s, from which we quote 
below for easy reference :— 


“....एवं स्फुटतयेव लक्षणीयं स्वरूपमस्य ध्वनेः। यत्र शब्दाना- 
मर्थानां चे केषाञ्चित्‌ प्रतिपत्तुविशेषसंवेद्यं जात्यत्वमिव रत्व-विशेषाणां 
चारुत्वमनाख्येयमवभ।सते काव्ये तत्र ध्वनिव्यवहार इति यल्लक्षणं 
'धवनेरूच्यते केनचित्‌ तदयृक्तमिति नाभिधयतामर्हति । यतः शब्दानां 
स्वरूपाश्रयस्तावत्‌ अविलष्टत्वे सति अप्रयुक्तप्रयोगः। वाचकाश्रयस्तु 
प्रसादो व्यञ्जकत्वं चेति विशेषः। तौ च विशेषो व्याख्यातु' शक्येते, 
व्याख्यातो च बहुप्रकारम्‌ । तद्व्यतिरिक्तानाख्येय-विशेषसम्भावना 
लु विवेकावसादभावमूलेव। यस्मादनास्येयत्वं सर्वशब्दागोच रत्वेन 
न कस्यचित्‌ सम्भवति | अन्ततोऽनास्येयव्देन तस्याभिधानसंभवात्‌ | 
सामान्यसंस्पर्शिविकत्पशब्दागोचरत्वे सति प्रकाशमानत्वं तु यद्यनास्ये- 
यत्वमृच्यते क्वचित्‌ तदपि काव्यविरोपाणां रत्नविशेषाणामिव न 
संभवति। तेषां लक्षणकार्रर्व्याक्ृतरूपत्वात्‌ । रत्नविशेषाणां च 
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सामान्यसंभावनयव मूल्यस्थितिपरिकल्पनादर्शनाच्च। उभयेषामपि 
तेषां प्रतिपत्तुविशेषसंवेद्यत्वमस्त्येव | वेकटिका एव हि रत्नतत्त्वविद:, 
सहृदया एव हि काव्यानां रसज्ञा इति कस्यात्र विप्रतिपत्तिः 
«qu अनिदेश्यत्वं सर्व-लक्षण-विषयं बौद्धानां प्रसिद्ध तत्‌ 
तन्मतपरीक्षायां ग्रन्थान्तरे निरूपरयिष्यामः। इह तु ग्रन्थान्तर- 
श्रवण-लव-प्रकाशनं सहृदयवेमनस्यःप्रदायीति न प्रक्रियते । बोद्धमतेन 
XT यथा प्रत्यक्षादिलक्षणं तथाऽस्माकं घ्वनि-लक्षणं भविष्यति ॥ 
तस्मात्‌ लक्षणान्तरस्य अघटनाद्‌ अशब्दार्थत्वाच्च तस्योक्तमेव ध्वनि- 
लक्षणं साधीयः। तदिदमुक्तम्‌ | 
“'अनाख्येयांश भासित्वं निर्वाच्यार्थतया ध्वनेः । 
न लक्षणं, लक्षणं तु साधीयोऽस्य यथोदितम्‌ u^ 
; —Op. cit., pp. 517-520. 


End of- Uddyota I. 


r We should note that according to the Buddhist philoso- 
phers a definition ( लक्षण) of a thing is absurd and impossible. 
We quote here the following extract from the Madhyamika- 
vrtti of Candrakirti, the great scholiast of Nagarjuna’s 
Madhyamika-Karika. “किंच भेदेन वा तल्लक्षणं लक्ष्यात्‌ स्याद्‌ अभेदेन 
वा । तत्र यदि तावद्‌ भेदेन, यदा लक्ष्यभिन्तत्वाद्‌ - अळक्षणवत्‌ लक्षणमपि 
न तल्लक्षणम्‌ । क्षणाच्च भिन्तत्वात्‌ अलक्ष्यवत्‌ लक्ष्यमपि न लक्ष्यम्‌ | 
तथा लक्ष्याभिन्नत्वात्‌ लक्षणस्य लक्ष्यन्त निरपेक्ष स्यात्‌ | ततश्च न तल्लक्ष्यम्‌, 
लक्षण-निरपेक्षत्वात्‌ ख-पुष्पवत्‌। अथ (न ?) भिन्ने (लक्ष्य ?- ) लक्षणे 
तदा लक्षणादव्यतिरिक्तत्वात्‌ लक्षण-स्वात्मवद्‌ विहीयते लक्ष्यस्य GUT] 
लक्ष्याच्च अत््यतिरिक्तत्वात्‌ लक्ष्यस्वात्मवत्‌ लक्षणमपि न लक्षणस्वभावम्‌ 
यथा चोवतम्‌-- 

“लक्ष्यात्‌ लक्षणमन्यच्चेत्‌ स्यात्‌ तल्लक्ष्यमळक्षणम्‌ | 
तयोरभावान्यत्वे तु विस्पष्टं कथितं मया ॥ -इति 1 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


160 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA 


तच पिना तत्त्वान्यत्वेन लक्ष्य-लक्षणसिद्धो अन्या गतिरस्ति। तथा च 


वक्ष्यति 
“'एकीभावे (न ?) वासिद्धिर्ताना एवे न वा ययो१। 
न विद्यते तयोः सिद्धिः कथं खलु विद्यते ॥”-इति ॥ 
—Op. cit., p. 17 ( Calcutta Edition ) 


(The above text of the Madhyamika-vrtti seems to be 


extremely corrupt). 

Nevertheless, Buddhist philosophers like Dharmakirtti 
and others have not desisted from defining प्रत्यक्ष (Cf. तत्र 
प्रत्यक्षं aam —Nyayabindu), अनुमान and other 
categories. The Dhvanikara, too, takes his stand on the 
practice and precedent of the Buddhist philosophers and 
defines ध्वनि, even though in the ultimate analysis ध्वनि like 
all other things is indefinable and as such he cannot be 
blamed for any inconsistency regarding his position. 


— OL 
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APPENDIX 1 


Mahimabhatta and the Definition of Divan 
(Dhvanyaloka, I. x3) 


It is well known that Mahimabhatta is one of the most 
ruthless critics of the theory of Suggestion advanced by 
the exponents of the Dhvani School. We propose to confine 
ourselves to the consideration of the definition of dhvani as 
furnished by Anandavardhana in his Dhyanydloka and the 
vigorous criticism it has evoked at the hands of Mahimabhatta. 
Anandavardhana’s definition of dhvani is as follows :— 


“A species of poetry wherein a word suggests a meaning 
by making its primary meaning subordinate to the former, or 
the primary meaning subordinates itself to the meaning suggest- 
ed by it, has been called Dhyani by scholars.” 1 


Mahimabhatta’s foremost charge against this definition 
is that the qualifying adjunct, upasarjanikrta-svarthau, is quite 
a misfit. An adjective to be significant, must be probable (sam- 
bhava) in the first instance, and secondly it must also be variable 
(vyabhichara)—i.e. it must not be the invariable attribute of the 
substance which is to be qualified by it.2 These are the two 
criterions of a true adjective. As for instance, when we say, 
‘fire is cold’ (Sito vahnih), ‘coldness’ (Saitya) cannot be an ad- 
jective with reference to the substantive ‘fire,’ since ‘coldness’ 
jn fire is impossible, being contradicted by experience as it is. 
Similarly, in the sentence ‘fire is hot? (usno vahnih) the so- 


7 यत्रार्थः शब्दों वा तमर्थमुपसजनीकृतस्वा्थों । 
ag: काव्यविशेषः स॒ ध्वनिरिति सूरिभिः कथितः n— 
Dhvanydloka, I. 13. 
.2 Compare: सम्भव-व्यभिचाराभ्यां स्याद विशेषणमर्थवत्‌ | 
न शेत्येन न चौष्ण्येन ate: क्वामि विशेष्यते ॥-- 
Isumarila, 


11 
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called adjective ‘hot’ (usnah) is quite redundant inasmuch as the 
quality of heat is the unique and invariable characteristic of fire,. 
and as such serves 10 useful purpose by being predicated of 
the latter anew. But in the expression ‘a blue lotus’ (nilam 
utpalam), the adjective ‘blue’ is perfectly legitimate, since 
it is possible and also variable not being solely confined to 
the class of lotuses. A lotus need not be necessarily blue, 
it may be red as well. Viewed in this light the adjective 
upasarjanikrta-sva as meant to qualify artha becomes devoid 
of significance, lacking as itdoes one of the essentia! features 
ofa true adjunct. For, as the primary sense is used only for the 
sake of giving rise to the cognition of a new sense, it necessarily 
follows that the former is subservient to the latter, being only & 
means to this end. When we infer ‘fire’ from ‘smoke’, the latter is 
subservient to the former, and it requires no additional state- 
ment to bring home to our mind the subservient character of 
smoke, which is but an instrument. Now, the dhvani-theorists 
might defend their position by arguing that it need not always 
be the case, that when there is a suggested sense the primary 
sense should be subservient. For example, in the figures of 
speech like samásokti, paryayokta etc., where we have the cogni- 
tion ofa suggested sense, the primary sense is predominant, 
being intended to be conveyed as such by the poet and not the 
suggested sense which only serves to embellish the former. 
And consequently the adjective upasarjanikrta-sva serves a 
defintte purpose by distinguishing a case of dhvani 
from  gunibhüta-vyangya where the suggested sense is 
secondary only. But for the qualifying clause there would 
have been no way of distinguishing the ome from the 
other, the cognition of the suggested sense being equally existent 
in both the varieties. Mahimabhatta retorts that this explana- 
tionis not at all convincing. The primary sense is predominant 
no doubt, not with reference to the suggested sense, but with 
reference to the universe of discourse or context. It would be 
a contradiction in words to hold that the primary sense gene- 
rates the cognition of the suggested sense, and at the same time 
dominates over the latter. The argument of the dhvani-theorists 
is vitiated by a confusion of issues. They fail to take cognisance 
of the essential difference between contextual difference and 
logical predominance. The predominance of the primary sense 
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consists only in its being relevant to the context. But as a 
means to the understanding of the suggested sense it is subordi- 
nate to the latter.! That a primary meaning is the logical ground 
for the cognition of the suggested meaning is not open to ques- 
tion. And even if it be admitted that the dhvani-theorists by the 
above logic have been able to prove the significance of the 
adjunct upasarjanikyta-sva by showing its variability (vyabhicara) 
in regard to the primary sense, it does not improve their position 
a whit further. For, nothing substantial is gained thereby. It 
cannot be denied that gumibhüta-vyangya possesses the same 
charm and excellence as a dhvani-kavya does. And as such it is 
nothing more than mere scholasticism to draw an imaginary 
line of distinction between the two varieties which are 
exactly akin from the viewpoint of aesthetic relish.? 


Rüyyaka, however, would in no way yield up his position, 
and his admirable and scholarly defence of the issue raised by 
Mahimabhatta is worth perusal. In interpreting the motive of 
the Dhvanikara, he states that there might be three different 
ways in which the term gugikrta-sva (i.e. upasarjanikrta-sva) 
might be explained. Firstly, the primary sense is subservient as 
it is a means to the final cognition of the suggested sense; 
secondly, it might be subordinate owing to its being less charm- 
ing than the suggested sense and lastly, itis subordinate asit is 
not embellished by the suggested sense, since (in a case of dh vani) 
itishaltingin character, the suggested sense being sought to 


r “यत्‌ पुनरस्य क्वचित्‌ समासोक्त्यादौ प्राधान्यमुच्यते तत्‌ प्राकरणिक- 
त्वापेक्षयैव। न प्रतीयमानापेक्षया। यथा--'उपोढरागेण विलोळतारकम्‌--' 
इत्यत्र हि प्रतीयमानेनानुगतम्‌ वाच्यमेव प्राधान्येन प्रतीयते समारोपितनायिका- 
नायकयोरनिशाशशिनोरेव वाक्यार्थत्वात्‌ । तदपेक्षया च तस्य लिङ्गत्वादुपसर्जेनी- 
भावाव्यभिचार एव ।'— Vyaktiviveka, pp. 10-12 (Kashi Sanskrit 
Series) . 

2 'ब्यमिचारेऽपि वैफल्यादनुपादेयमेवैतत्‌, गुणीभूतव्यङ्कपरऽपि काव्ये 


चारुत्वप्रकर्षं दशनादिति वक्ष्यते Ibid, p. 12. Compare also the 
Dhyanikarika — 


“मुख्या महाकविगिरामलंकृतिभुतामपि । 
प्रतीयमानच्छायैषा भषा लज्जेव योषिताम्‌ - III. II 
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be primarily conveyed. Mahimabhatta has certainly full justifica- 
tion for his criticism if it is meant to be directed against the 
first two interpretations, for then it becomes dificult to show 
the variability of the adjectival clause gumikyta-sva. For, if 
the first explanation be adopted dAhvami and gupibhüta-vyangya 
cannot be distinguishable, the primary sense being equally 
subservient in both the cases, and consequently nothing 
is gained by the addition of the qualifying adjective. The 
adoption of the second view would also be of no avail, 
as has been made out by Mahimabhatta himself, for in the 
gunibhiita-vyangya variety too it is the suggested sense that is 
really charming and the denotational sense is as much insipid 
and pedestrian as in a case of dhvani. But the Dhvanikara, 
when he used the restrictive adjunct gunikrta-sva in regard to 
artha in the definition of dhvant, had in view neither of these two 
explanations, but the third interpretation, which if adopted would 
make the addition of the qualifying clause inevitable and sig- 
nificant. For, the essential distinction of dhvani from gupibhüta- 
vyangya lies in this that while in the latter the primary sense 
is embellished by the suggested sense in the former it is not so, 
the suggested sense being predominant there. And thus in 
Rüyyaka's showing the term gunibhiita-vyangya is as much signifi- 
cant as the term nila in nilam utpalam, being not the unique and | 
invariable characteristic of the primary sense, which lacks this 
attribute in a piece of gunibhiita-vyangya poetry.1 And conse- 


7 'अन्न व्यक्तिवादिनोऽयमभिप्रायंः--यदेतदर्थस्य गुणीक्ृतात्मत्वं तदर्था- 
न्तरप्रत्याय कत्त्रेनोपायत्वादप्राधान्यं, प्रतीयमानापेक्षया अचारुत्व॑ विश्रान्तः 
तवेनार्थान्तरानुपकार्यत्वं चेति त्रयः पक्षाः सम्भवर्ति। तत्राद्यं पक्षमनद्य कामं 
दूषितम्‌ । तथा हि। वाच्यस्यार्थस्य प्रतीयमानापेक्षया अप्राधान्यमुपायत्वा- 
दव्यभिचारि ‘at हि यदर्थमुपादीयत -इत्यादयुक्तेः | अचारुत्वे$स्य पुनव्येव- | 
च्छेद्य नास्ति, गणीभूतव्यङ्भेप्रपि वाच्यस्य चारुत्वदर्शनात्‌ू । तृतीयस्तु पक्षो 
गुणीभूतव्यङ्गप्रनिरासाय सिद्धान्तितः। तथाहि-समासोवत्यादौ प्रतीयमानो- 
अर्थो वाच्याथौपथिकोऽपि न स्वात्मनि विश्राच्तिं भजते, प्रत्यावृत्य वाच्यार्थोप- 
स्काराय प्रवृत्तत्वात्‌-इति । ततश्च वाच्यस्य स्वविश्रान्तत्वेन अर्थान्तरोप- 
aaa व्यावत्त्पम्‌-इति विरोषणमपपन्नम्‌ । 

गुणीकृतात्मतार्थस्य न प्रतीतावपायता। 
नाचारुत्वमपि त्वथवौ द्वैरनुपकायंता ॥--इतति संग्रहहलोकः ।। 
—Riyyaka’s Vyaktiviveka-vyakhyana, p. 13. 


a 


CC-0. ASI Srinagar Circle, Jammu Collection. Digitized by eGangotri Siddhanta Gyaan Kosha 


APPENDIX I 165 


quently, the non-mention of this adjunct would only entail a 
confusion between the two principal divisions of kávya according 
to Dhvaniküra. Thus, Mahimabhatta’s criticism is wide of 
the mark and is an outcome of malicious spite. 


The next point of attack in the definition is that 
the term faba with its qualifying adjectival clause gunikrtartha 
is quite unnecessary and at the same time absurd 
(asambhava). According to Mahimabhatta words have only 
one function-viz. denolalion, and as such they cannot convey 
anything beyond the primary sense. In Mahimabhatta's theory 
the so-called suggested sense is inferred from the primary sense, 
which is directly conveyed by words themselves. Thus there 
can be no direct function of words with regard to the suggested 
sense, as the dhyani-theorists would have 10.7 

Moreover, the adjective gunikytartha as applied to sabda 
is implausible, being contrary to our reasoning. Sabda or word 
is always subordinate to the sense expressed by it, being only 
a symbol, an instrument to convey that idea. Only in a case 
of imitation can the words alone have any primary 
significance per se, the sense being totally overlooked. For, when 
we quote somebody's statement we only mean to represent the 
words themselves (which were actually uttered by the original 
speaker) in that very sequence, without busying ourselves in the 
first instance with the ideas they stand for.2 Butina case 
of suggestion a word cannot subordinate its sense in the way above 
noted, for the suggested sense cannot be understood without 
the previous cognition of the primary sense. Thus, in a case of 
dhvani the words must first of all express the primary sense, which 
on its part, will ultimately make the understanding of the sugges- 
ted sense possible. And it is nonsense to argue, notwithstanding 
the contradiction it entails, that the word still subordinates the 


I शब्दः पुतरनुपादेय एव । तस्य स्वार्थामिधानमन्तरेण व्यापार।न्त- 
रानुपपत्तेरपपादयिष्यमाणत्वात्‌ |—ibid. pp. 13-14. 
2 न च तस्यानुकरणव्यतिरेकेण उपसज चीकृतार्थत्वं सम्भवति । 
यथा-- 
"ep कर्णमूलमागत्य पलितच्छझ्नना जरा | 
कैकेयीशद्धयेवाह रामे श्रीन्य॑स्यतामिति UU—ibid, p. 14. 
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primary sense. For, such a line of argument is tantamount to 
holding that the jar subordinates the water for which it is re- 
quisitioned. ‘The criterion that must be kept in view in distin- 
guishing the subordinate from the principal is that while the 
former is susceptible of replacement, the latter admits of no such 
personal choice or substitution. For example, the jar might be 
replaced by a bucket, and it would equally serve the end in view. 
The same standard applies to words too. A particular word might 
be replaced by a synonymous word which would in no way affect 
the primary sense. Thus a word is invariably subordinate to 
the primary sense which is always principal, and as such the 
adjective upasarjanikrtartha as qualifying śabda is absurd and 
contrac ictory.! 

Another defect in the definition of dAvan? is that the pro- 
nominal stem iat referring to the expression $ratiyamanami vastu 
(Dhvanyáloka, 1. 3.) has been used in the masculine instead of 
in the neuter, which would have been grammatically correct. If 
the masculine form has to be retained in the definition the pre- 
vious forms have to be changed in keeping with grammatical 
consistency.? 


I. अन्यस्य तु उपसर्जनीभावाव्यभिचार एव तस्य तदर्थमुपादानत:। यो 
हि यदर्थमुपादीयते, नासौ तमेव उपसज नीकरोतीति युवतं ववतुम्‌ । यथोद- 
काद्यूपादानाथंमुपात्तो घटादिस्तदेव उदकादि | अन्यथा प्रधानेतरव्यवस्था. fafi- 

बन्धनेव स्यात्‌ । अत एव घटादिरेव प्रतिनिधीयते नोदकादि-इत्यसस्भवो 
लक्षणदोष:-b4., pp. 15-17. : 

2 faa तमिति तदः पुस्त्वेन निदं शोऽनृपन्नः । ` तस्यानः्तरप्रक्रान्तार्थ- 
प्र॒णमरिंनस्तल्लिङ्गतापत्तेः। न चात्र तल्लिङ्गताविशिष्टः करिचिदर्थ: प्रक्रान्तः d 
वस्तुनो नपु'सकलिङ्गस्यानन्तरं प्रक्रान्तत्वात्‌। तेन तत्रैव--- 

“प्रतीयमान: पुनरन्य एव स्रोऽरथोऽस्ति वाणीषु महाकवीनाम्‌ । 
योऽसौ प्रसिद्धावयातिरिवतश्चकास्ति लावण्यमिवा ङ्गनासु ॥-- 

इति, 'सरस्वती स्वादुतमं तमर्थम्‌? इति च पाठविपर्यासः कत्तेव्यः। न 
त्वत्रेव वस्तु तदि-ति। aia हि पाठविपर्यासे पर्यायक्रमभेदः पु स्त्वनिर्देश्च 
परिहृतौ भवतः। अत्र तु एक एव तदः पुस्त्व्रनिर्देशदोषः। एषैव च 
प्रमेयशय्या श्रेयसी !i—ibid. pp. 91-92. 
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Mahimabhatta further criticises Anandavardhana for using 
the expression kdvyavigesah (‘a particular species of poetry’). 
According to the Dhvanikara a literary composition to be kavya 
must be enlivened by the suggestion of the aesthetic emotion, 
the dhvani par excellence. So, without vasa-dhvani there can be 
no kávya at all. Consequently, it is futile to circumscribe the 
sphere of dhvani by qualifying the term kavya by ०१४८७८, inas- 
much as it gives rise to the false notion that there are other speci- 
mens of küvya besides what can be properly subsumed under 
dhvani. Nor can there be any varying degrees of charm in the 
aesthetic realisation which can be made the basis of this differenti- 
ation implied by the expression kavya-visesah, for in each case the 
final blissful experience is indeterminate in its character and 
does not admit of any determinate analysis leading to comparison 
inter sc.! It might be argued that there are nine different emo- 
tions (vasa), and the distinction implied might have reference to 
any particular emotion amongst them. But such a course of 
argument would lead to the exclusion of poetic compositions 
from the category of diwani-kavya that do not suggest that parti- 
cular sentiment.2 One might however contend that there 


7 अपि च काव्यविशेष इति काव्यस्य विशिष्टत्वमनुपपत्चमू। काव्य- 
मात्रस्य ध्वनिव्यपदेशविशेषत्वेन इष्टत्वात्‌, तस्य रसात्मकत्वोपगमात्‌। यत्‌ 
स एवाह 

“काव्यस्यात्मा स एवार्थस्तथा चादिकवेः पुरा d 
क्रौञ्चदवन्द्रवियोगोत्थः शोकः इलोकत्वमागतः 1” 

न च तस्य विहोषः संभवति निरतिशयसुखास्वादलक्षणत्वात्‌ । यदाहु 
““पाठय़ादथ भ्रुवागानात्‌ ततः संपूरिते रसे । 
तदास्वादभरैकाग्रो हृष्यत्यन्तर्मुखः क्षणम्‌ ॥ 
ततो निर्विषयस्यास्य स्वरूपावस्थितौ निज: । 
व्यज्यते ह्वादनिष्यन्दो येन तृप्यन्ति योगिनः ॥ ` 

तदभावे चास्य काव्यतैव न स्यात्‌ । किमुत विशेष: इति अनारम्भणीय- 
मेबैततू प्रेक्षावतां स्यात्‌ वैफल्यात्‌. pp. 93-95. 

2 न च रसानां वैशिष्टय़ तदात्मनः काव्यस्य विशिष्टस्वमिति युक्तं 
वक्तुमव्याप्तेः । एवं हिं प्रतिनियतरसात्मन एव तस्य घ्वनित्वं स्यात्‌, TA- 
स्यान्यरसात्मनः, वैशिष्ट्राभावात्‌ । इष्यते च तत्रापीत्यव्याप्तिलंक्षणदोषः — 
p. 98. 
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are other. varieties of suggested sense besides 7asa-dhvani 
which is raised to the status of the soul of literary art—viz. 
vastu-dhvani and alamkara-dhvani. Thus, when rasa-dhvani would 
be characterised by the suggested vastu and alamkdra severally 
or jointly, then and then only would it be regarded asa specimen 
of dhvani-kdvya. But this defence too would be of no avail, for 
when a piece of poem manifests exclusively a particular emotion 
without suggesting either vastu or alamkdra, the designation of 
dhvani would not be applicable—a ridiculous, position, which 
is very hard to accept.1 Consequently, the qualifying word 
visesa is indefensible. 

Mahimabhatta, following Bhattanayaka, severely criticises 
the dual ending in vyanktah as also the use of the indeclin- 
able vd signifying option.? 

Besides, in Mahimabhatta’s opinion the function of 
suggestion (vyaitjand-vydpara) is logically absurd and easily 
teplaceable by Inference. 

And lastly, the specific mention of the nominative-viz. 
siiribhih, of the participial form kathitah, is needless and conse- 
quently unjustifiable. 


Thus, summing up, Anandavardhana has committed in 
the definition ten glaring mistakes. Needless to point out that 
if other subsidiary definitions are put to this critical est, nume- 
tous defects would be easily detectable—observest Mahima- 
bhatta.? 

I “न च रसात्मनः काव्यस्य वस्तुमात्रादिभिर्विरोषः शक्‍य आधातुम्‌, 
तेषां विभावादिरूपतया रसाभिव्यक्तिहेतुत्वोपगमात्‌ । न च व्यञ्जकानां 
afar व्यङ्गप्रस्य विशेषो$भ्युपगन्तु gad: शावलेयादीनामिव गोत्वस्य : 
ततोऽस्य विशिष्टतोपगमे वा यत्र तयोरुभयोरेकैकस्य वा व्यङ्गता तत्रैव ध्वनि- 
व्यपदेशः स्यात्‌ न तु केवलरसात्मनि काव्ये वैरिष्टग्राभावात्‌?-. 99. 


2 , See our notes on  Dhvanydloka, I. 13 for Bhatta- 
nāyaka s criticism and Abhinavagupta's refutation thereof. 


3 अर्थस्य विशिष्टत्वं शब्द: सविशेषणस्तदः पु स्त्वम्‌ । 
द्विवचन-वाशब्दौ व्यक्तिध्वेनिर्नाम काव्यवेशिष्टय़म्‌ ॥ 
वचनं च कथनकर्त्तु: कथिता ध्वनि-लक्ष्मणीति दश दोषा: । 


ये त्वन्ये तड्भेद-प्रभेद-लक्षणगता न ते गणिताः U'—ibid. p. 104. 
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Mahimabhatta himself proposes a fresh definition of the so- 
called dhvani-kdvya, based upon a critical emendation of Ananda- 
vardhana's definition, in consonance with his theory of Inference. 
As he concludes— 

“qed लक्षणदोषव्युदासेन परिश्‌ द्वो धवनिलक्षणवाक्यस्यायमर्थोऽवतिष्ठते-- 

“वाच्यस्तदनुमितो वा यत्रार्थोरर्थान्तर' प्रकाशयति | 
सम्वन्धतः कुतश्चित्‌ स काव्यानुमितिरित्युक्ता u* 
एतच्च अनुमानस्याव लक्षणं नान्यस्य । यदुक्तम्‌--'त्रिरुपाल्लिङ्गात्‌ 
परार्थानुमानम्‌? इति । केवलं संज्ञाभेदः a 


EM 

x Ibid. p. 105. Sec in this connexion the author's paper 
entitled Suggestion versus Inference in Sanskrit Aesthetics 
(Indian Culture, Vol. XIII. No. I) for a fuller study of 
Mahimabhatta’s doctrine of Inference and his refutation of 
the function of Suggestion. 
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Supplementary Notes. 


Compare : 'काव्यबन्धाः षट्स्त्रिंशलक्षणान्विता: कर्त्तव्य। 
इत्युवतम्‌ | तत्र गुणो$ठंकारो रीतिवृ त्तयश्‍चेति काव्येषु 
प्रसिद्धो मार्गः, लक्षणानि तु न saa —Abhinava- 
Bharati on Natydsdstra, Chap. XVI., p. 294 
( GOS. Edn.). 
योऽय. `£ व्यवस्थितः In MM. Kuppuswami 
Shastrin’s Edition it is read as ‘अर्थः सहृदय- 
इलाघ्य: काव्यात्मा यो व्यवसिथतः ।' 

The Sanskrit chdyd of the gdthd cited is as 
follows : 

“भ्रम धार्मिक विस्रब्धः स शुनकोऽद्य मारितस्तेन । 
गोदावरीनदीकूललतागहनवासिना दृप्तसिंहेन QU 
MAT शेते अथवा निमज्जति अत्राहं दिवसक प्रलोकय । 
मा पथिक रात्तूबन्ध दाय्यायामावयोः शयिष्ठाः ॥॥ छाया di 
ब्रज ममैवैकस्या भवन्तु निःशवासरोदितव्याति । 
मा तवापि तया विना दाक्षिण्यहतस्य जनिष्यत ॥ छाया ।। 
दे इति निपातः प्रार्थनायाम्‌ । आ इति तावच्छब्दार्थे । 

—°Locana. 
mat, प्रसीद तावत्‌ निवत्त॑स्व मुखशशिज्योत्स्नाविलुप्त- 
तमोनिवहे । 

अभिसारिकाणां विघ्नं करोष्यन्यासामपि हताशे di 

छाया॥ 


$ 17. 47 कस्यवा न भवति रोषो दृष्टा प्रियायाः सत्रणमधरम्‌। 


$ 20. 


सभ्रमरपद्मा घ्राणशीले वारितवामे सहस्वेदानीम्‌ ॥ छाया । 


58 There is some amount of uncertainty as 


regards the genuineness of the reading निहत- 
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सहचरी-विरहकातरक्रौञ्चाक्रन्दजनितः in the श्र. 
This seems to go against the statement of 
Valmiki that it was the male क्रोज्च that was 
pierced to death by the fowler’s arrow and 
not the female क्रोज्ची as implied in the Vytti 
text. But Rajasekhara in his Kdvya-mimamsa 
echoes the statement of the Vyitikdra when 
he says: “निषाद-निहत-सहचरीकं क्रोज्चय्‌वानं करुण- 
Fyre गिरा कऋन्दन्तमुद्वीक्ष्व शोकवान, श्लोकमुज्जगाद'' 
(GOS. Edn. p.7). MM. Kuppuswami Shastrin 
in his sub-commentary Upalocana interprets 
the Vritiina somewhat tortuous way to re- 
concile it with the Ramayana verse. As he 
says = ani हि वृत्तिग्रन्थे “निहत. जनितः” इति पदस्यार्थ 
एवं वर्णनीयः-निहतः सहचरीविरहकातरः क्रौञ्चः विभावः, 
आक्रन्दश्चानुभावः, ताभ्यां जनितः--इति। एव विवरणे 
“वियुक्ता पतिना तेन alta सहचारिणा” इति रामायण- 
पद्यस्य सर्वथानुग्रहः स्यात्‌ ; सहचरण-शीलता च सहचारिपद- 
प्रत्ययार्थो वाल्मीकेरभिसंहितः सम्यगुद्धाटितः सहचारि-पद- 
'विवरणपरतया “सहचरीविरहकातर-' इति पदं प्रयुवतवता 
सहृदयचक्रवत्तिना ध्वनिकारेण-इति च ज्ञातु दाक्यते ॥* 
——He also proposes the emendation “निषाद-निहत- 
साहचरीकम्‌ क्रोज्चयुवानम, for Rajasekhara’s ‘निषाद? 
.. . - सहच रीकम_ meaning by निहतसाहचरी क. as 
ध्वस्तसाहचर्यं, But all this seems to be unconvin- 
cing. That Anandavardhana meant by the 
expression “निहत-सहचरी . . - .जनितः' “the killing 
of the female क्रौञ्ची’ is further attested by his 
statement 'सीतात्यन्तवियोगपर्यन्तमुपनिवध्नता' in the 
Uddyota IV, there being a close parallelism 
between सीतात्यन्तवियोग and निहतसहचरी-विरह?. See 
also MM, Kane's observation on the proposed 
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interpretation of MM. Kuppuswami Shastrin: 
“The word in ध्व is संनिहित and not freq ; 
besides the लोचन has 'सहचरीहनन’. Supposing 
that निहत is the correct reading we expect 
सहचरीविरहकातरनिहतक्रोज्च, as he must have been 
कातर before he was shot unawares. Why 
should the क्रौञ्च male be विरहकातर ? Fur- 
ther, the verse is indicative of Rama’s life. 
When सीता was carried away by रावण, she 
was as if dead to him and it is राम that 
laments (as भवभूति says अपि ग्रावा रोदिति about 
XTW's condition ). So कौज्चीहनन corresponds 
with सीतापहरण ३०4 कौञ्चाकन्द with Rima’s 
lamentations. And the काव्यमीमांसा is quite 
clear,"— History of Sanskrit Poetics, p. 349 
(1951 Edn.). Had the Vyitikdra some other 
recension of the Ramayana before him? 

§ 22. 64. स्वर-श्रुत्यादिलक्षणमिव . . .. .... ..SuTSH:—For the 
explanation of such technical terms of Music 
as स्वर, श्रुति, ग्राम, जाति etc. see Rao Sahib 
Prabhakar R. Bhandarkar’s article entitled 
Contribution to the Study of Ancient Hindu 
Music in Indian Antiquary, 1912. “In music 
proper, designated by the term gdndharva, 
seven notes are recognised and named 
shadja, rishabha,  gandhára, ^ madhyama, 
paiichama, dhaivata, and nishdda ( sometimes 
also called saptama or the seventh), and 
represented by the syllables sa, 77, ga, ma, pa, 
dha, and ni respectively. ..ViSvavasu says that. 
$rulis are of two kinds, viz., (1) those on 


which the notes are located, and (2) those 
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which intervene. between two notes.. .Some 
mention sixty-six srutis, i.e. twenty two for 
each of the three octaves, and have even gone 
to the extent of giving names to every one 
of these, others contenting themselves with 
naming only the twenty-two. In Bh. (Ndfyasds- 
ira) the Srutis have not beer designated by 
proper names at all. Some maintain that the 
number of srutis is infinite, which statement, if 
it refers to the interval of an octave and is 
not merely an extension of the last view of 
sixty-six  $rutis to the infinite number of 
octaves that are conceivable, simply means 
that the interval of an octave is divisible 
into an infinity of minute parts.... Kalli- 
nütha's objection to the view of infinite srutis 
is that the ear is incapable of appreciating 
such infinitesimal $ru£is, Though the argument 
is quite valid, it does not strike at the root 
of the question. It may still be asked: 
Why just twenty-two srutis, and not twenty- 
four or twelve, each of which is quite as 
appreciable by the ear as oue of the system 
of twenty-two ? The only complete reply 
would be:—Simply because the system of 


“twenty-two suits best the purpose in hand, 


which is to indicate the relations of the 
various notes in the grama.’’—loc, cit. 

Compare: “It appears that the अग्निपुराण was 
aware of the theory of dhvani promulgated 
in the Dhvani-karikas and ‘elaborately set 
forth i the Dhvanyāloka. It says that ध्वनि 
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§ 42. 
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89 


99 


131 


131 


136 


will be included in some one out of पर्यायोक्त, 
are fr, समासोक्ति, अप्रस्तुतप्रश सा, आक्षेप. स आक्षेपो 
धवनिः स्याच्च ध्वनिना व्यज्यते यतः nd एषामेकतमस्येव 
(स्यैव ? ) समाख्या घ्वनिरित्यतः | अग्नि. 344. 14 
and 18. This shows that though the अग्निपुराण 
knew the theory of saff it was not willing 
to subscribe to it. This view of the अग्निपुराण 
is similar to the view of भामह and उद्धूट 
as said by the अळङ्कारसर्व॑स्व. . MM. P., V. 
Kane : History of Sanskrit Poetics ( 1951), 
9. 7: 

(उपोढरागेण . . . .लक्षितम — This verse is attributed 
to Panini in anthologies. 

“आहूतो$पि. .. falfauata’—Ascribed to Bharvu 
or Bhar§cu, according to Banabhatta the 
spiritual preceptor of the Maukharis, in 
anthologies. 

“सुवणं पुष्पाम्‌ . . - - सेवितुम्‌!--7118 verse occurs in 
the Mahabharata, Udyogaparvan. Chap. 35- 
74. 

'शिखिरिणि.,.... --- शुकशावकः Attributed to 
Dharmakiitti in the —Saduktikarnamyta of 
Sridharadisa. 

The view that dhvani may be subsumed 
under bhakti or lakgand is held among others 
by Mukulabhatta in his Abhidhavrttimatrka. 
Cf, 'लक्षणामार्गावगाहित्वं तु ध्वनेः सहृदयैर्नृतनतयोप- 
वर्णितस्य विद्यत इति दिशमुन्मीलयितुमिदमत्रोक्तम्‌ । 
एतच्च विद्वद्भिः कुशाग्रीयया बुद्धया निरूपणीयम्‌ । न तु 
भित्येवासूयितब्यमित्यलमतिप्रसंगे न ।' 

—-Op. cit., p. 27 (N.S.P. Edn.) 

Mukula recognises only two functions (व्यापार) 
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viz. mukhya (i.e. अभिधा ) and amukhya (i.e. 
लक्षणा ), and corresponding to them two 
Kinds of meaning (smi). Cf. :— 
“शब्दव्यापारतो यस्य प्रतीतिस्तस्य मुख्यता । 
अर्थावसेयस्य पुनलेक्ष्यमाणत्वमुच्यते U"—Kárikd. 7. 
$ 43. 738 'परिम्लानं. .. .पत्रशयनम्‌ — This is 2/००7, 
Act II. गग. 
$ 43. 138 “चुम्बिज्जइ. . ..पुनरुत्तम्‌-- 
चुम्व्यते शतकृत्वो$वरुध्यते सहस्रकृत्वः | 
faxer पुना ' रभ्यते प्रियो जनो नास्ति पुनरक्तम्‌ 1 
| छाया lt 
| $ 43. 139 कुविआओ. . . .महिलाओ'-- 
| कुपिताः प्रसन्ना अवरुदितवदना विहसन्त्यः | 
यथा गृहीतास्तथा हृदयं हरन्ति स्वैरिण्यो महिलाः ॥ 
छाया It 
| $ 43. 739 'अज्जाएँ पहारो....सवत्तीणम्‌” - 
| भार्यायाः प्रहारो नवलतया दत्तः प्रियेण स्तनपृष्ठे । 
मृदुकोऽपि दुःसह इव जातो हृदये सपत्नीनाम्‌ ॥ छाया ॥ 
§ 43. 139 परार्थे ;यः पीडाम्‌... ASYA: —-Variously attri- 
। buted in different anthologies, e.g. to 
Induraja in Sarngadharapaddhati and to 
Vakpati in Saduktikarnamrta. 
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A. Alphabetfcal Index of Karikas in Dhvanyáloka, 


Uddyota 1. 

Page Section Serial Number 
आलोकार्थी यथा दीपशिखायाम्‌ 69 — $24 9 
उक्त्यन्तरेणाशक्यं यत्‌ 55 G § 44 15 
कस्यचिद्‌ धवनिभे दस्य .. 152 § 48 IQ 
काव्यस्यात्मा धवनिरिति qd: .. 2 $20 I 
काव्यस्यात्मा स एवार्थ: os 5 $2 5 
तत्र वाच्यः प्रसिद्धो यः eS, Sid 3 
तद्वत्‌ सचेतसां Ast: 2 § 26 12 
'प्रतीयमानं पुनरन्यदेव - 33 § 17 4 
भक्त्या fanfa नैकत्वं ०० घ — 74 
मुख्यां वृत्तिं परित्यज्य so y SO 17 
यत्रार्थः शब्दो वा 55 Sree S27) 13 
यथा पदार्थद्वारेण » 70 ES IO 
योऽर्थः सहृदयइलाघ्यः du Zee ERO 2 
रूढा ये विषयेऽन्यत्र so "B $ 45 16 
वाचकत्वाश्रयेणव ०० पके)... छे 18 
शब्दार्थशासनज्ञान | oo. OB $ 22 7 
सरस्वती स्वादु तदर्थवस्तु i किर § ax 6 

सोऽ्थस्तद्व्यक्तिसामर्थ्ययोगी .. 65 $ 23 
स्वसामर्थ्यवशेनव s BO II 

B. Alphabetical Index of the Vrtti-verses. 

Page 
ततूपरावेव शब्दाधौं _ ec us 118 
व्यङ्गयव्यञ्जकसम्बन्ध BG ०० 8r 
व्यङ्गप्रस्य प्रतिभामात्रे ` z bs 118 
व्यङ्गप्रस्य यत्राप्राधान्यं 3 am 118 
स्वेच्छाकेसरिणः x SS I 
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C. Alphabetical Index of Illustrative Quotations 
in the Vrtti. 
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